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Section 1

SUMMARY

A mathematical model was developed and used to simulate and analyze the effects of alternate

approaches to state funding of local school districts. The research plan was to (1) develop a better

understanding of the effects of the factors in the present formula for distributing state funds, (2)

determine the optimum combination of these factors which could have been used in the 1968-69 school

year to offset special levies, (3) use this information to provide a basis for the Special Levy Study

Commission to recommend how funds could be better distributed to meet state educational objectives,.

and (4) simulate and analyze the alternatives proposed to enable the Commission to refine its

recommendation. Step 4 is still in progress, and consequently only the earlier analyses are discussed in this

report. A supplemental report covering the final analyses will be prepared later.
Following is a summary of the analyses completed to date (the data base used was the 1968-69

school year):

1. The present state formula for distributing funds to school districts contains adequate features

for providing an equitable distribution in accordance with state objectives. The problem is not

the formula per se. The factors and their values in the formula are the problem and require some

changes. The present formula does contain adequate features to:

Adjust funding between districts based upon special needs (to meet equal educational

opportunity objectives).

Compensate districts based upon their ability to provide local support.

Base compensation on number of students served, staff levels, program levels, or any

combinations of these. Normally, however, these are all related to number of students.

Base compensation solely on programmatic content (by separating certain program funds

out from the formula, as is currently done with some of the funds for disadvantaged

students.

2. The present state formula tends to provide increased funds with decreasing school district size.

State funds average $410 per pupil in districts with more than 20,000 students. The average for

districts with fewer than 200 students is $498 per pupil.

3. Normal local revenue available (not including special levies) averages more in both large and

small districts than in intermediate size districts. The range is from $92 per pupil in districts

serving between 2,600 and 5,000 students to $223 per student in districts with fewer than 200

students. Districts with more than 20,000 students average $135 per pupil in local funds.

4. Expenditures tend to be higher in both large and small districts than in intermediate districts.

Districts with more than 20,000 students average $798 per pupil, and districts smaller than 200

students average $966 per pupil. By comparison, districts with 2,600 to 5,000 students average

only $674 per pupil. This is discussed more fully in the Commonality Study?

5. The combination of high costs, low state funds, and only moderately high local fund availability

in large districts leads to a heavy dependence on special levies. The 15 districts with more than

10,000 students raised an average of $160 per pupil in special levies in 1968-69. This amounted

to about 20 percent of their total funds. Those large districts with low assessed valuation,

including most of the suburban districts near Seattle, were particularly dependent upon special

levies.

1Dr. James W. Johnston, et al, Commonality Analysis, November 15, 1970. change back to regular
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6. Districts between 500 and 5,000 students in size tend to have low special levies. This results
from a combination of low costs and higher state support (than larger districts receive).

7. Despite high costs, small districts tend to have a minimum dependence upon special levies. In
fact, 66 of the 86 districts with no special levies in 1968-69 were districts with fewer than 1,000
students. This is a result of a combination of high state funding and high local fund availability.

8. The effects of shifting weighting factors in the present formula are summarized below. In each
case the shift in the weighting factor is compensated with a shift in the state guarantee to keep
total state funding the same.

Elimination of all weighting factors (the number of weighted students would be equal to
the actual enrollment) would help larger districts and severely hurt small districts.

A reduction in the secondary weighting factor benefits non high school districts. The effect
on other districts is relatively minor for two reasons. The proportion of secondary to
elementary students is fairly constant across the state, and the enrollment of nonhigh
school districts benefited is less than two percent of the total state enrollment.

An increase in the disadvantaged weighting factor benefits larger districts, particularly
Seattle.

An increase in the vocational weighting factor tends to benefit intermediate size districts
the most and has least effect on small districts.

An increase in the staff characteristics weighting factor tends to help larger districts.

Elimination of the 2-mill state property tax with an increase to 7 mills in local property
tax for schools tends to hurt larger, high-assessed value districts the most on a millage basis
and small districts the most on a dollar-per-pupil basis.

An increase in the leeway factor from 85 to 100 percent tends to hurt high-assessed value
districts the most, particularly the larger ones.

Elimination of the county ratio tends to help high-assessed value districts, particularly the
largr.z ones.

An increase in payments for transportation costs tends to help smaller districts, with
intermediate sized districts helped most on a millage basis.

An increase of the guarantee helps small districts the most on a dollar-per-pupil basis and
larger districts the most on the basis of reduction of special levy millage.

9. Listed below are changes in the formula which would have optimized the use of state funds to
offset special levies in the 1968-69 school year. If an additional $83.3 million had been
distributed by the state using this modified formula, only about $13.4 million in special levies
would have be3n necessary.

Guarantee from $363 to $491.
Secondary weighting factor from 0.3 to 0.
Vocational weighting factor from 1.0 to 0.1.
Disadvantaged weighting factor from 0.1 to 0.4.
New weighting factor for districts larger than 10,000 students set at 0.2.
Staff weighting factor eliminated.
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Leeway factor from 0.85 to 1.10.
County ratio eliminated.
Transportation reimbursement from 90 percent of approved to 100 percent of all costs.
State property tax from 2 mills to 4 mills.
Modified small school district weighting table.

An equally effective alternative to this formula was to use a guarantee consisting of the actual
average teacher salary in a district times an overhead cost factor of 1.84 divided by a
student-to-teacher ratio of 30.67. The weightings were the same except that the leeway factor

was set at 100 percent and no large school district weighting factor was required.



Section 2

INTRODUCTION

One of the major objectives of the Temporary Special Levy Study Commission was to determine how

state funds can be equitably allocated to meet state educational objectives. To do this it was necessary to
develop a model of the methods by which the 330 school districts in the state receive their funds. This
model could then be used to simulate alternative ways of distributing state funds to districts. The main
purpose of this report is to discuss the analyses made of these alternative funding approaches.

Research Approach
Once the basic funding model was developed, a research program was outlined by the Commission,

which called for first using the model to develop a better understanding of the effects of the factors in the

present state formula for distributing funds to school districts. These factors were varied individually to
determine their effect on each of the 330 districts.

In addition, it was decided to determine the optimum combination of these factors which would
have best used state funds to offset special levies in the 1968-69 school year. That is, there were
approximately $82 million in special levies that year. The assumption was made that the state had an
additional $82 million tc give to school districts. What values and combinations of the factors in the
formula would best distribute these assumed state funds to minimize the special levies remaining? The

resulting "opthnum" formula was very useful in developing an understanding of both the factors in the
formula and their rather complex interaction.

Given this detailed knowledge of the present formula and its effects on school districts across the
state, the Commission is now in a far better position to make value judgments on how districts should be

funded to meet state educational objectives. These judgments could be refined through further simulations

ith the funding model.
This is the stage the study is in at the present time. The "optimization" study is completed, and early

refinements have been simulated.

The Funding Model
In this study, the present state funding formula was expressed in general terms and translated into a

computer program. This translation permits the change of any variable, or combination of variables, in
order to see the effect on the state and each school district in the state. For example, the additional
secondary weighting factor, presently set at 0.3, could be set at any other value and its effect determined.

Or the additional secondary weighting factor and the culturally disadvantaged and migrant student
weighting factor could both be changed and the combined effect determined. There are presently about
80 of these variables in the model which can be changed to any desired value. (These variables are listed in

Appendix H.)
To assure uniformity throughout the Special Levy Study, analyses have been made on the basis of

school districts broken down into 9 group sizes. The summary tables of the funding model have the same

format. The total base enrollmenl. range for these district group sizes are as follows: (1) 100,000-20,000;
(2) 10,000-19,999; (3) 5,000-9,999; (4) 2,600-4,999; (5) 1,600-2,599; (6) 1,0W-1,599; (7) 500-999; (8)

200-499; and (9) 0-199.
Results are reported in a form that permits rapid comparison between the alternative simulated and

the actual funding reported for 1968-69. Summaries are provided for local funds, state funds, special

levies, and total funds (including Federal funds) available to each school district. Any change in state
funds results in a compensating increase or decrease in a school district's special levy.

The special levy was defined as the amount of money required to bring the sum of the regular local,

state, and Federal revenues up to the total expenditures reported by the district (on Form A-57-1). For
the 1968-60 school year, the total special levy calculated in this manner wns just short of $82 million, very
neariy the same amount as the actual special levy funds available. This definition for special levies is used

throughout this report.
For some districts, their total revenue (omitting any srecial levy calculation) was higher than their

total expenditures for that year. This would result in a "negative" special levy by the definition described
above. In these cases, the levy was set to zero. to

20



Source of Data
Two files of data, obtained from the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) were used for this

study. One file consists of all the data reported on Form A-57 by each school district, and the other file
consists of all the data reported on the Form A-20-F by each district. Both files were for school year
1968-69. Data for the 1969-70 school year have only recently become available, and they are not included
in this study. However, some updating based on 1970-71 budget data is planned prior to completion of
the study.

Additional data consisting of driver education program costs and transportation cost data were also
obtained from SPI. Teachers' salary data was obtained from the Washington Education Association
Annual Certificated Staff Salary Study report. All of these sets of data were combined into one file,
consisting of one block of data for each school district.

Table 1

REVENUE SOURCE FOR THE WASHINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN 1968-69

Revenue Sources Amount Dollars Percent

Local 37.1

Local property tax $ 69.6 12.2
Special levies 83.3 14.6
Total county-administered funds 25.1 4.4
Other local funds 33.9 5.9

Total $211.9

State 56.2

3010 Regular 247.69
3020 Transportation 18.7
3030 Handicapped 14.90
3040 Adult education 0.53
3050 State institutions 2.57
3060 Vocational-technical schools 3.93
3070 State property tax 27.8
3080 Driver education 1.73
3090 PUD excise tax 1.17
3120 State forest funds 0.47
3999 Other funds 1.61

Total 391.1

Federal 38.1 6.7

Total revenue $571.1
Total expense 577.6

8



Section 3

FUNDING FORMULA AND THE EFUECT OF ITS WEIGHTING FACTORS
ON THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

The Washington public schools in the 1968-69 school year had an enrollment of 771,759 students

and total expenditures of $577.6 million. This is a per-pupil cost of $748.
In 1968-69 there were 330 local school districts. These school districts are financially supported by

revenues collected primarily from the local school district, the county, state tax sources, and special levies.

A breakdown of the revenue sources for the total Washington public school system into local, state, and

Federal funds is shown in Table 1. The "average" district obtains approximately 15 percent of its revenue

from special levies. At this level, the passage or failure of a special levy can have a very climactic effect on

that district's level of services. The effect of weighting factors upon a particular size group of school

districts will be discussed later in this section. What is meant by "weighting factors" will be explained

below.

State Support
Each biennium the State Legislature determines and appropriates the amount that may be allocated

to school districts to finance operational costs.
The available funds are distributed to districts via a funding formula which guarantees an equal

amount of total revenue (with certain exceptions) per "weighted" student enrolled; that is, the districts

are reimbursed additionally for each type of student other than the elementary student.

1. An elementary pupil is weighted 1.0.

2. Each secondary student is weighted by an additional 0.3 (total 1.3).
3. Each full-time equivalent student enrolled in approved vocational classes is weighted an

additional 1.0.
4. Remote and necessary elementary schools enrolling fewer than 100 students receive weighted

credit according to an approved schedule. Nine elementary school districts were so identified by

the State Board of Education. The formula also provides for weighting a remote elementary
school within a larger district where conditions meet criteria established by the board.

5. High school districts enrolling fewer than 250 pupils receive an added remote-and-necessary
weighting factor. One hundred thirteen school districts were so classified in 1968-69.

6. Specified added weighting credit is also provided, by schedule, to help meet the salary costs for

staff experience and training beyond the minimum required. This is referred to as "the staff

characteristic factor."
7. A district receives an additional 0.1 weighting factor for 25 percent of their culturally

disadvantaged children.

The sum of the above enrollments is termed the weighted enrollment.

The State Superintendent of Public Instruction sets a per-weighted-pupil guarantee which in 1968-69

was $368. The guarantee is defined as that amount of money available after a tax of uniform
millagelocal property taxhas been collected in each school district.

The difference between 85 percent of regular local tax revenues adjusted upward by the county ratio

plus the total real estate excise tax on the one hand, and the guaranteed minimum support (368 times the

weighted enrollment) on the other, represents the state assistance provided to each district in the State

Apportionment Account 3010. Other state accounts are as follows:

Account No. Description

3020 Transportation reimbasement
3030 Education of handicapped children
3040 Adult education
3050 State institutions
3060 Vocational technical schools
3070 State property tax

9
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3080 Driver education
3090 Public utility district excise tax
3100 State matching (cash receipts)
3110 State matching (paid by SPI to contr.)
3120 State forest funds
3130 Salary increase
3140 Employee health benefits
3200 Special state programs
3999 Other funds (mobile home tax)

School Districts Group Size
For purposes of organization, the school districts have been grouped according to size. Size groups

were chosen since the single most important variable in school systems studies seems to be the size of the
school district as measured against the number of pupils served. Nine size groups were selected; these are
shown in Table 2 along with the number of districts and the number of pupils within each size group.

Table 2

SCHOOL DISTRICTS GROUP SIZE

Group
Size

Enrollment
Range

Number of
School
Districts

Enrollment
in These

School Districts
Average
Enrollment

1 Over 20,000 6 238,189 39,698

2 10,000-19,999 9 125,223 13,914

3 5,000-9,999 21 146,812 6,991

4 2,600-4,999 29 100,540 3,467

5 1,600-2,599 25 54,003 2,160

6 1,000-1,599 29 36,346 1,253

7 500-999 59 42,428 719

8 200-499 65 21,332 328

9 0-200 87 6,886 79

330 771,760 2,339

Revenue Sources Per Group Size
The per-pupil revenue by group is shown in Figure 1, following. The per-pupil revenue ranges from a

low of $674 in group 4 (approximately 3,500 pupils per district) to $966 in group 9 (79 pupils per
district). The over-all revenue is lower than average for the middle size school districts, groups 3 to 7, and
higher for the very large and very small school districts, greater than 10,000 or less than 500. State
support is fairly constant, around $430, but exact amounts vary from $410 in group 1 to $498 in group 9.
Of particular interest is the dependence upon special levies. The 15 districts having enrollments greater
than 10,000, or 47 percent of the total number of pupils, raise about $160 per pupil by special levies,
about 20 percent of their cost; whereas the middle size districts raise very little in this manner. Group 6
raises only $28 or 4 percent by special levies. This is better shown in Figure 2, following Figure 1. The
amount of local revenue and other sources which include Federal aid, fees, and some local funds are also
shown. Local revenue ranges from $92 for group 4 to $223 for group 9. The extremely high asFessment
value per pupil in groups 8 and 9 allows them to collect a large per-pupil sum of money via the local
property tax.

10
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Figure I

PER-STUDENT REVENUE BY GROUP SIZE
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Effect of the Weighting Factors
One of the first research tasks was to assess the effectiveness of the weighted enrollment concept.

Table 3 contains the summary tables from the simulation model for the "what if" case when all the

additional weighting factors were zero; that is, the weighted enrollment equals the total base enrollment

with a compensating increase in the guarantee so that there is no change in net dollars. The base case is

always the actual revenue allocation in the 1968-69 school year. An extension of this case was made by

eliminating the county ratio and adjusting the leeway factor from 85 percent to 100 percent. These

summary tables are presented in Table 4, following Table 3. A comparison of these cases is shown in Table

5, following Table 4. In both these cases the guarantee was increased so that the total funds allocated by

the state remained unchanged.
It can be seen from these tables, particularly Table 5, that the large school districts benefit while the

small districts lose funds when all the weighting factors are eliminated. Therefore, since districts larger

than 10,000 enrollment have 71 percent of the total special levies across the state, one shou:d expect to

see the weighting factors approach zero if the objective is to reduce special levies.

With this background on the eff-ct of all the weighting factors, it is possible now to consider each

one of the weighting factors separately. In all the following cases the special levy millage is based on 50

percent assessed value.



MILLAGE NUMBER OF DISTRICTS

WHAT IF-WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT

PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS
BASE WHAT

IF
MORE
FUNDS

BASE WHAT
IF

MORE
FUNDS

0. 85. 73 35 25.8 22.1 10.6
.0° .5 11 12 2 3.3 3.6 .6
.5° 1.0 22 17 1 6.7 5.2 .3

1.0° 1.5 17 16 2 5.2 4.8 .6
1.5° 2.0 14 11 1 4.2 3.3 .3
2.0° 3.0 30 26 3 9.1 7.9 .9
3.0° 4.0 26 25 1 7.9 7.6 .3
4.0° 5.0 26 23 0 7.9 7.0 .0
5.0° bo0 25 26 0 7.6 7.9 .0
6.0° 8.0 28 28 1 8.5 8.5 .3
80°11.0 25 41 2 7.6 12.4 .6
11.0°15.0 10 18 0 3.0 5.5 .0
15.0°24.0 10 11 0 3.0 3.3 .0
OVER 24 I 3 0 .3 .9 .0

TOTAL 330 330 48 100.0 100.0 14.5

MILLA6E
LLSS THAN

NUMBER QF DIsTRICTS PERCENTAGE

ACCUMULATED VALUES

OF DISTRICTS
BASL WHAT MORE

IF FUNDS
BASE WHAT

IF
MORE
FUNDS

0. b5 73 35 .0 .0 .0
.5 96 85 37 29.1 25.8 11.2

1.0 118 102 38 35.8 30.9 11.5
1.5 135 118 40 40.9 35.8 12.1
2.0 149 129 41 45.2 39.1 12.4
30U 179 155 44 54.2 47.0 13.3
4.0 205 180 45 62.1 54.5 13.6
5.0 231 203 45 70.0 61.5 13.6
6.0 256 229 45 77.6 69.4 13.6
8.0 284 257 4E. 8641 77.9 13.9

11.0 309 298 46 93.6 90.3 14.5
15.0 319 316 4g 96.7 95.8 14.5
24.0 329 327 48 99.7 99.1 14.5
99.0 630 330 46 100.0 100.0 14.5
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Table 3

EQUALS TOTAL BASE ENROLLMENT

PERCENT REDUCTION -. BASE CASE PERCENT ASSESSED VALUE

AVG S.D. MIN MAX BASE WHAT
IF

MORE
FUNDS

0 .0 l'..0 -'0 7,3 6.8 3.0
3232 623.8 '1906.6 1000 1.7 1.8 .1

...272.1 575.9 1970.3 1000 4.3. 3.5 .0

40.8 153.1 4492 100.0 1.6 3.1 .0

11150 591 110.5 789 2.2 1.1 .0

18.4 716 209.9 1004,0 65 5..3 .3

747 233.2 "'1189.4 533 4.8 6.1 1
...13.4 46.4 1576 83.8 6.1 43 .0

13.2 361 143.2 49.7 6.2 56 .0

'''18.9 35.0 ".99.6 48.1 29.7 31.9 .2

4.6 150 4'149.5 19.7 11.7 120 .2

11.5 37.6 '95.2 256 8.4 105 .0

8.3 19.6 .1.24.0 498 9.8 7.9 0
....77.3 .0 773 773 .0 .0 .0

43.6 215.6 1970.3 100.0 1000 1000 4,1

OF THE ABOVE TABLE
PERCENT ASSESSED VALUE

BASE WHAT ofiORE
IF FUNDS

7.3 6.8 30
9.0 8.7 3.1
131 12.2 31
14.6 15.3 3.2
16.8 164 32
23.4 216 3.6
281 278 3.7
343 32.0 37
40,4 37.6 3.7
70,1 69.5 3.9
81,8 815 41
90.2 92.0 4.1
100.0 1000 41
1000 1000 41

- 15 -
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Table 3-Continued

SUMMARY TABLE OF DISTRICTS

WHAT IF -WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT

dROUP aaZE NUMPER
oF

DisTRICTS

NumbER
OF

sTuDENTS

1 20000-99999 o 238189

2 10000-19999 9 125223

3 5000- 9999 21 146812

4 26U0 4999 2g 100540

5 1600 2599 25 54003

6 1000- 1599 29 36346

7 500- 999 59 42428

ti 200- 499 65 21332

9 0- 199 87 6886

TOTAL 330 771760

PER-PUPIL SUMMARY

GROUP LOCAL FUNDS STATE FUNDS SPECIAL LEVIES
BASE- WHAT IF BASE WHAT IF BASE WHAT IF

1 134.9 134.9 409.8 411.8 163.2 161.1

'e 118.3 118.3 423.3 430.9 152.6 145.0

3 103.8 103.8 441.2 441.1 71.6 71.5

4 92.4 92.4 449.6 451.4 48.7 47.8

5 124.0 124.0 444.1 445.2 59.6 59.9

b 136.0 136.0 462.2 460.9 22.2 22.9

7 149.1 149.1 425.1 417.3 47.7 54.8

6 181.0 181.0 446.4 409.2 85.3 121.5

9 231.9 231.9 497.9 424.5 99.8 164.0

TOTAL 123.0 123.0 430.6 430.6 106.2 106.2
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GROUPED BY ENROLLMENT SIZE

EQUALS TOTAL BASE ENROLLMENT

PERCENT REDUCTION SPECIAL LEVY
MILLAGELOCAL

FUNDS
STATE
FUNDS

SPECIAL
LEVY

TOTAL
FUNDS BASE WHAT IF

^.0 .....5 1.3 ....0 9.5 9.4

.-.0 ....1.8 5.0 ...0 10.4 9.9

.-.0 .0 .0 .0 5.7 5.7

-..,,.0 .....4 1.7 ....2 4.3 4.3

.-.0 ..3 .....4 .".2 4.0 4.0

-.0 .3 -3.2 .1 1.6 1.6

-.0 1.8 ...14.9 .1 2.5 2.9

-...0 8.3 ...42.5 .1 3.4 4.9

-.0 14.7 '.64.3 .9 2.6 4.2

.0 6.9 6.9

TOTAL FUNDS
SPECIAL
PERCENT

LEVIES
OF TOTAL

BASE WHAT IF BASE WHAT IF

798.4 798.4 47.4 46.8
791.5 791.5 23.3 22.2
705.7 705.6 12.8 12.8
673.8 674.9 6.0 5.9
719.3 720.7 3.9 3.9
727.0 726.4 1.0
737.0 736.3 2.5 2.8
812.2 811.3 2.2 3.2
968.5 959.4 .8 1.4

753.0 753.1 100.0 100.0
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WHAT IF - WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT EQUALS TOTAL BASE

MILLAG7 NUMBER OF DISTRIC1S PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS
BASE WHAT

IF

MORE
FUNUS

BASE WHAT
IF

MORE
FUNDS

O. 85 71 34 25,8 21.5 10.3
.0- .5 11 16- 4 3.3 4.5 1.2

.5- 1.0 22 lb 3 6,7 4,8 .9

1.0- 1.5 17 16 3 5.2 4.8 .9
1.5- 2.0 14 14 2 4.2 4.2 .6

2.0- 3.0 30 16 2 9.1 4.8 .6

3.0- 4.0 26 27 1. 7,9 8.2 .3

4.0- 5.0 26 31 0 7,9 9.4 .0

5.0- 6.0 25 20 0 7.6 6.1 .0

6.0- 8.0 28 32 1 8,5 9.7 .3

6.0-11.0 25 41 2 7.6 12.4 .6

11.0-15.0 10 17 0 3.0 5.2 .0

15.0-24.0 10 11 0 3.0 3.3 .0

OVER 24 1 3 0 .3 .9 .0

TOTAL 330 330 52 100.0 100.0 15.8

ACCUMULATED VALUES

MILLAGE
LESS THAN

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS
BASE WHAT

IF

MORL
FUNDS

BASE WHAT
IF

MORE
FUNDS

O. 85 71 34 .0 .0 '00
.5 96 88 38 29,1 26.1 11.5

1.0 118 10e 41 35,8 30.9 12.4
1.5 135 118 44 40,9 35.8 13.3
2.0 149 lie 46 45,2 40.0 13.9
3,0 179 146 48 54.2 44.8 14.5
4.0 205 175 49 62,1 53.0 14.8
5.0 231 206 49 70.0 62.4 14.8
6.0 256 226 49 77.6 68.5 _4,8
8.0 284 256 50 96,1 78.2 15.2

11.0 309 299 52 93.6 90.6 15.8
15.0 319 316 52 96,7 95.8 15.8
24.0 329 627 52 99,7 99.1 15.6
99.0 330 630 52 100.0 1.00.0 15.8
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Table 4

ENROLLMENT + NO COUNTY RATIO + NO LEEWAY FACTOR

PERCENT REDUCTIGN - BASE CASE
PERCENT ASSESSED VALUE
---13-AsE-----wHAT-

IF
MORE
FUNDSAVG S.D. Mr-N-P1A7-

7.3 6.9 2.9
.0 .o -.0 -.0

-271.1 790.6 -2524.5 100.0 1.7 2.9 .5

273.8 604.6 -1931 7 100.0 4,1 2.2 .5

-57.2 179.0 --474.3 100.0 1.6 2.8 .2

-30.8 95.0 .-219.8 100.0 2.2 2.3 .2

24.9 75.0 .-228.7 92.4 6.5 2.7 .3

-74.2 241.3 -1226.8 71.7 4,8 7.9 .1

-14.2 52.0 .-167.7 88.0 6.1 6.5 0
-11.8 36.4 .-138.9 41.6 6.2 3.3 .0

-19.1 33.7 -98.1 43,3 29.7 28.8 .2

-5.5 15.6 52.g 20-1 11.7 14.8 .2

-17.1 41.9 -101.9 25.0 8.4 10.6

7.7 17,9 -25.1 43.4 9.8 7.9 .0

-80.1 .0 -80.1 -80.1 .0 .0

-44.2 236.5 -2524.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 5.6

OF THE ABOVE TABLE

- 19 -

PERCENT ASSESSED VALUE-
BASE WHAT MORE

IF FUNDS

7.3 6.9 2,9
9.0 9.8 3.3

13.1 12.0 3.8
14.6 14.7 4.0
16.8 17.0 4.2
23.4 19.7 4.5
28.1 27.6 4.6
34.3 34.5 4.6
40.4 37.9 4.6
70.1 66.6 4.8
81.8 81.4 5.0
90.2 92.0 5.0

100,0 100.0 '5;0

100.0 100.0 5.0

32



Table 4-Continued

SUMMARY TABLE OF DISTRICTS

WHAT IF - WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT EQUALS TOTAL BASE

GROUP SIZE NUMBEI-
OF

DISTRICTS

NUolf3E!

STUDENTS

1
2

20u00-99999
10U.uu-19999

6
9

238189
125223

3 5000- 9999 21 146812
4 260U- 4999 29 100540
5 1,Ou- 2599 25 54003
b 1000- 1599 29 36346
7 500- 999 59 42428
8 200- 499 8.5 21332
9 (). 199 87 6'886

toTAL 330 771760

GROUP LOCAL FUNDS STATE

PER-PUPIL SUMMARY

LEVIESFUNDS saLuAL
BASE WHAT IF OASE WHAT IF BASE WHAT IF

1 134.9 134.9 409.8 413,2 163.2 159,8
2 118.3 118.3 423.3 431,3 1b2.8 144.6
3 103.8 103.8 441.2 44!:%...2 71,6 72.7
4 92.4 92.4 '449.6 450.2 48.1 49.2
a 12440 12_4.0 444.1 445,8 59.6 59.1
6 136.0 136.0 462.2 459.0 22.2 24.3
7 149.1 LLi9. 1 425.1 417.8 47.7 54.5
8 181.0 181.0 446.4 408.1 85.3 122.7
9 231.9 231.9 497,9 422,0 99.8 165.5

TOTAL 123.0 123.0 4311.6 437 106.2 106.2
-20-



GROUPED BY ENROLLMENT SIZE

ENROLLMENT + NO COUNTY RATIO + NO LEEWAY FACTOR

PERCENT REDUCTION
SPECIAL LEVY

MILLAGE
LLCM-
FuioDS

STATE.
FUNDS

SPECIAL
LEVY

TOTAL
FUNDS RASE WHAT IF

-.0 2.1 -,0 9.5 9.3

-.0 -1.9 5.2 -,0 10.4 9,9

-.0 -1,6 -,0 5.7 5.8

-.0 -.1 -1.1 -,2 4.3 4.4

-.0 "*.14 .9 -.2 4.0 4.0

.7 -9,1 2 1.6 1.7

-.0 1.7 -14.3 .1 2.5 2.9

-.0 8.6 -43.9 1 3.4 4,9

-.0 15.2 -65.8 1.1 2.6 4.2

-.0 -.0 -.0 -.0 6.9 6.9

TOTAL FUNDS

SPECIAL
PERCENT

LEVIES
OF TOTAL

BASE WHAT IF BASE WHAT IF

798.4 47.4 46,5
791.5 791.0 23.3 22.1

705.7 7u5.8 12.8 13.0

673.8 675(0 6.0 6.0

719.3 720.6 3.9 3.9

727.0 725.8 1.0 1.1

737.0 736.6 2.5 2.8

812.2 811.4 2.2 3,2

968.5 .958.3
.8 1.4

-M3.0 753.1 100.0 100,0



Table 5

EFFECT OF WEIGHTING FACTORS, COUNTY RATIO,
AND LEEWAY FACTOR IN ALLOCATION OF STATE FUNDS

Minimum School
District Size

Percent Reduction in Special Levies

No Weighting Factor

No Weighting Factor
No County Ratio
Leeway Factor is 100%

20,000 1.3 2.1

10,000 5.0 5.2

5,000 0.0 -1.6

2,600 1.7 -1.1

1,600 -0.4 0.9

1,000 -3.2 -9.1

500 -14.9 -14.3

200 -42.5 -43.9

0 -64.3 -65.8



Secondary Weighting Factor (Table 6, Figure 3)
Existing Value: 0.3
Since the ratio of secondary to elementary students is relatively constant between school districts

except for the nonhigh school districts (primarily those with less than 500 enrollment), the secondary
weighting factor can be adjusted either up or down with little effect on all size groups except groups 8 and
9. Increasing the weighting factor puts proportionally more money per pupil into the larger districts. Thus,
decreasing the weighting factor costs large school districts the most. A 0.1 decrease in the weighting factor
changes the allocation of state funds by $12.95 million, and a 0.3 decrease by $38.8 million. The
percentage reduction in state funds is about constant except for group 9 where there is less reduction.

Table 6

THE SECONDARY WEIGHTING FACTOR REDUCED FROM 0.3 to ZERO'

Decrease in State Support: $38.85 million ($12.95/0.1 change)

Group
Size

Decrease in
State Support

Increase
Special

in
Levy

Percent
Decrease in

State Support
Dollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills

1 $12.12 $50.9 50.9 2.9 12.4%

2 6.06 48.4 48.4 3.3 11.4

3 7.58 51.6 49.7 3.9 11.7

4 5.06 50.3 47.8 4.2 11.2

5 2.74 50.7 45.6 3.1 11.4

6 1.89 52.0 42.6 3.0 11.2

7 2.20 51.8 47.3 2.5 12.2

8 0.99 46.6 42.0 1.7, 10.4

9 0.23 32.9 24.3 0.6 6.6

$ 38.85 $50.3 $48.4 3.2 11.7%

Imiserepencies in totals on all tables are due to rounding-off error.
- 23
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Culturally Disadvantaged Weighting Factor (Table 7, Figure 4)
Existing Value: 0.1.
This factor affects mainly the large school districts. The funds allocated through the factor in

1968-69 were relatively minor, $837,000. An increase in the factor to 0.8 would increase the state support
to $5.87 million with the 6 largest school districts, with enrollments greater than 20,000, receiving $3.19
million of these funds. Seattle would receive $1.71 million.

Table 7

EFFECT UPON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZES WHEN THE DISADVANTAGED
WEIGHTING FACTORS INCREASED FROM 0.1 to 0.8

Group
Size

Increase in State Support: $5.87 million
$0.838/0.1

Increase in Decrease in
State Support Special Levy

change

Percent
Increase in
State FundsDollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills

1 $3.19 $13.4 $13.4 0.8
s

3.3%

2 0.91 7.3 7.3 0.5 1.7

3 0.69 4.7 4.7 0.4 1.1

4 0.41 4.1 3.5 0.3 0.9

5 0.18 3.4 2.4 0.1 0.8

6 0.14 3.8 1.2 0.1 0.8

7 0.24 5.6 4.0 0.2 1.3

8 0.04 2.0 0.4 0.1 0.5

9 0.04 6.1 3.3 0.1 1.2

$5.87 $7.6 $.7.1 0.4 1.8%
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Vocational Weighting Factor (Additional) (Table 8, Figure 5)
Existing Value: 1.0.
Reducing the additional vocational factor to zero would cost the medium size school districts the

most. The small school districts, groups 8 and 9, would be affected the least. Group 4's special levy would
be increased by 0.9 mills, the highest change.

Table 8

EFFECT UPON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZES WHEN THE ADDITIONAL
VOCATIONAL WEIGHTING FACTOR IS REDUCED FROM 1.0 TO ZERO

Group
Size

Decrease in State Support: $7.638 million
$763,800/0.1 change

Decrease in Increase in
State Support Special Levy

Percent
Decrease in
State SupportDollars in Millions .Per Pupil Par Pupil Mills

1 $1. 7 4 $ 7.3 $ 7.2 0 . 4 1 . 8 %

2 1.13 9.0 9.0 0.6 2.1

3 1.61 11.0 10.5 0.8 2.5

4 1.22 12.1 10.8 0.9 2.7

5 0.67 12.4 10.7 0.8 2.8

6 0.50 13.7 9.3 0.7 3.0

7 0.54 12.8 10.6 0.5 3.0

8 0.23 10.7 9.3 0.3 2.4

9 0.01 2.1 2.0 0.1 0.4

$ 7.65 $ 9.8 $ 9.2 0.6 2.3%



1 1

1 0

9
-o

8

7

6

CPI 5
.5

C12
(0 4

3

2

Figure 5

EFFECT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZES
BY ELIMINATING THE VOCATIONAL WEIGHTING
FACTOR WITHOUT A COMPENSATING INCREASE

IN THE GUARANTEE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 . 0

. 9

. 8

. 7

. 6

. 5

. 4

. 3

. 2

. 1



State Pi operty Tax (Table 9, Figure 6)
Present Level: 2 mills High School

1.2 mills Non-High School
Before considering the effect of eliminating the state property tax, it is helpful to look at the assessed

value per pupil for the different school districts group sizes.

School District Assessed Value Adjusted Value
Size Per Pupil Per Pupil

20,000 $ 8,602 $ 10,598
10,000 7,329 9,062

5,000 6,285 7,727
2,600 5,653 6,992

1,600 7,505 9,382

1,000 7,010 8,618
500 9,388 11,765
200 12,413 15,353

0 19 312 24,155

Weighted Average $ 7,603 $ 9,481

As seen from the above table, small school districts have an assessment value per pupil about twice
the state average. However, in group 8 there are 23 school districts with an adjusted value below the state
average, while 42 are above average; 65 percent of these districts have a high assessment value per pupil. In
group 9, only 15 school districts have below-average adjusted value per pupil, whereas 72 of them are not
only above the state average, but are enough above to give the whole group an assessed value per ,?upil of
255 percent of the state average; 83 percent of these districts have an extremely high assessment value per
pupil. A complete list of school districts in groups 8 and 9 and their adjusted values per pupil is contained
in Appendix C, following this report.

As seen from Figure 6, eliminating the state property tax and increasing the local property tax by
one half the state's millage would affect large school districts the most. This is evident particularly when
considering the millage curve. Over half of the reduction in total funds is in groups I and 2.



Table 9

EFFECT UPON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZES IF THE STATE PROPERTY TAX
WERE ELIMINATED AND THE LOCAL PROPERTY TAX WERE INCREASED

TO 7 MILLS FOR HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND TO 4.2 MILLS FOR
NONHIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Reduction in State Funds:

Increase in Local Funds:

27.787

11.241

Group
Size

Net Change in Funds:

Decrease in Increase in
State Support Local Funds

Per Pupil Per Pupil

-16.546

Increase in
Special Levies

PerPupil Mills Percent

1 $ 41.3 $16.8 $24.5 1.4 15.0%

2 34.4 13.9 20.4 1.4 13.4

3 29.6 12.1 17.0 1.3 23.0

4 25.5 10.2 13.6 1.2 27.7

5 35.6 14.3 19.1 1.3 30.2

6 33.6 13.5 15.3 1.1 54.0

7 45.1 18.0 24.1 1.2 45.5

8 55.4 22.5 29.8 1.2 31.9

9 75.1 29.9 37.0 1.0 35.0

$36.0 $14.5 $ 20.6 1.4 19.05%

3°-
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Transportation
Present Method: 90 percent approved.
Two changes in the transportation allotment were investigated: in one the state reimbursed local

districts 100 percent of approved costs, and in the other the reimbursement was 100 percent of the total
costs.

The first case is shown iLn Table 10 and Figure 7. On a per-pupil basis, the smaller the district, the
more funds they received. On a millage basis, however, the effect upon the districts' special levies was
about constant.

The second case is shown in Table 11 and Figure 8. Again it is evident that on a per-pupil basis,
special levies are reduced more for smaller school districts. However, on a millage basis, the medium sized
districts would benefit the most.

Table 10

EFFECT UPON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZES IF THE STATE
REIMBURSEMENT OF APPROVED TRANSPORTATION COSTS WERE

INCREASED FROM 90 PERCENT TO 100 PERCENT

Increase in State Support: $2.48 million

Group
Si ze

Increase in
State Support

Decrease
Special

in
Levy

Percent
Increase in
State FundsDollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills

1 $ .38 $ 1.6 $ 1.6 0.1 0.4%

2 .33 2.6 2.6 0.2 0.6

3 .43 2.9 3.0 0.2 0.7

4 .41 4.1 3.5 0.3 0.9

5 .24 4.5 3.7 0.2 1.0

6 .19 5.3 3- 2 0.2 1.2

7 .25 6.0 5.1 0.3 1.4

8 .16 7.6 6.0 0.3 1.7

9 .08 10.9

$2.118 $ 3.3 $ 2.8 0.2 0.7%
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Table 11

EFFECT UPON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP
SIZES IF ME STATE REIMBURSEMENT FOR
TRANSPORTATION COST WERE INCREASED
TO COVER 100 PERCENT OF ALL THE COSTS

Increase in State Support: $8.39 million

Group
Size

Increase ir,
State Support

Decrease in
Special Levy

Percent
Increase in
State FundsDollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills

1 1,52 6.4 6.4 0.4 1.6%

2 1.34 10.7 10.7 0.7 2.5

3 1.31 8.9 8.4 0.7 2.0

4 1.45 14.4 12.0 1.1 3.2

5 .83 15.4 11.1 n7 3.5

6 .66 18.2 11.8 0.8 4.0

7 .64 15.1 11.2 0.6 3.6

8 .46 21./. 17.3 0.7 4.8

9 .18 261 , 4 -%
. r a 0.4 5.2

$ 8.39 $ .10.9 $ 9..-, 0.6 2.5%

4
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Present Valuc 85 percent.
Increasing the percentage of local funds to be subtracted from the total guarantee affects medium

sized school districts the least because of their low assessment value per pupil. Increasing the leeway factor
to 100 percent would raise the special levy millage of larger school districts the most and have least effect
on the millage of smaller districts.

Table 12

EFFECTS ON SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZE WHEN THE LEEWAY FACTOR
IS INCREASED FROM 85 PERCENT TO 100 PERCENT

Reduction in State Support: $15.2 million

Group
Size

Decrease in
State Support

Increase in
Special Levies

Percent
Reduction

in State FundsDollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills

1 $ 5.22 $ 21.9 $ 21.9 1 .3 5.3%

2 2.33 18.6 18.6 1 .3 4.4

3 2.41 16.4 16.0 1.3 3. 7

4 1.49 14.8 13.1 1.1 3.3

5 1.09 20.1 18.0 1.2 4.5

6 0.75 20.7 15.8 1 .1 4.5

7 1.12 26.4 23.5 1.2 6.2

8 0.61 28.5 25.3 1.0 6. 4

9 0.20 29.7 23.0 0.5 6.0

$ 15.20 $ 19.7 $18.8 1.3 4.6 %

36
4
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County Ratio (Table 13, Figure 10)
Present Formula: In.
The county ratio affects both larger and small districts more on a per-pupil basis than it does

intermediate sized districts. On a millage basis the larger school districts would be affected most. If the
county ratio was eliminated from the funding formula, it would cost the state an additional $15.6 million.
It is worth noting, however, that the distribution of funds by group size with the county ratio is very
similar to the shape of the curve of the total costs per-pupil by group size.

Table 13

EFFECT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT SPECIAL LEVIES
BY ELIMINATING THE COUNTY RATIO

Increase in State Support: $15.6 million

Percent of this Money '-na. Replaced Special Levies: 89 Percent

Group

Increase in
State Support

Reduction in
Special Levies Excess

Funds
Per Pupil

Average
Assessed

Value
Per Pupil

Dollars in
Per Pupil Millions Per Pupil Mills

1 $ 23.1 $ 5.50 $ 23.1 1.4 $ 0 4) 3,602

2 19.5 2.44 19.5 1.3 0 7,329

3 16.5 2.42 14.2 1.1 2.3 6,285

4 14.7 1.48 11.9 1.1 2.8 5,653

5 20.8 1.12 15 7 1.0 5.1 Z505

6 19.2 0.70 10.3 0.7 8.9 7,010

7 26.1 1.10 18.9 1.0 7.2 9,388

8 28.9 0.62 23.9 1.0 5.0 12,413

9 32.6 0.22 23.9 0.6 8.7 19,312

$ 20.3 $ 15.60 $ 18.0 1.1 $ 2.3
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Staff Weighting Factor (Table 14, Figure 11)
The structure of the present table of staff weighting factors minimizes the effects of otaff preparation

level and experience in comparison with actual salary schedules used throughout the state. This effect,
coupled with no extreme variations in staff preparation and experience between school districts, tends to
minimize the significance of the present staff weighting factor. Larger districts do tend to be affected
more than smaller districts, however. Elimination of this factor would reduce the state costs by $32.9
million.

If the guarantee were increased to compensate for eliminating the staff weighting factor, the new
guarantee would be $404 and the effect on school districts is as follows:

4
Sizes__.1

6 7 8 9

Increase (Decrease)
Dollarsper Pupil (2.8) 1.1 (1.2) (0.3) (0.2) (0.6) 1.7 4.7 2.9

Mills (0.1) 0 (0.1) (0) (0) 0.1 0.1 0.2 0

Table 14

EFFECT UPON SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUPS WHEN THE STAFF
WEIGHTING FACTOR IS ELIMINATED

Decrease in State Support: $32.893 million

Group

Decrease in
State Support

Decrease
Special

in
Levy

Percent
Decrease in
State Funds7_"'ollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills

1 $10.65 $44.7 $ 44.7 2.6 10.9%

2 5.08 40.6 40.6 2.8 9.6

3 6.39 43.5 41.9 3.3 9.9

4 4.23 42.1 39.6 3.5 9.3

5 2.28 42.2 37.5 2.5 9.5

6 1 52 41.9 32.0 2.3 9.1

7 1.69 39.9 35.8 1.9 9.4

8 0.81 37.8 33.5 1.3 8.4

9 0.26 37.7 27.2 0.7 7.6

$ 32.89 $ 42.6 $ 40.8 2.7 9.9 %
40

53



50

46

42

38

34

30

26

Figure 11

EFFECT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT SPECIAL LEVIES
BY ELIMINATING THE STAFF WEIGHTING FACTOR

WITHOUT A COMPENSATING EFFECT IN THE
GUARANTEE, BY GROUP SIZE

1 2 3 4 5 6

Group Size

41 -
54

7 8 9

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5



Guarantee (Table 15, Figure 12)
The effect of increasing the glarantee to $380 is shown in Table 15 and Figure 12. This increase in

the guarantee would allocate approximately an additional $15.4 per:pupil to all the group sizes except the
small districts which receive $15.8 (group 8) and $16.7 (group 9). However, on a millage basis, special
levies in larger school districts would be reduced the most.

Table 15

EFFECT OF INCREASING THE STATE GUARANTEE TO $380

Increase in State Funds: $11.9 million

Increase in Decrease in Percent
State Funds VElali=f22....... Increase in

Group Dollars in Millions Per Pupil Per upiMills State Funds

1 $ 3.67 $15.4 $ 15.4 0.9 3.8%

2 1.92 15.3 15.3 1.0 3.6

3 2.28 15.5 14.0 0.9 3,5

4 1.54 15.4 12.6 1.2 3.4

5 0.83 15.4 12.3 0.8 3.5

6 0.56 15.5 8.4 0.6 3.4

7 0.65 15.4 12.3 0.7 3.6

8 0.34 15.8 11.9 0.5 3.5

9 0.11 16.7 9.7 0.2 3.4

$11.90 $ 15.5 $ 13.9 0.9 3.6%
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Remote and Necessary (Table 16)
The elimination of the remote-and-necessary weighting factor would reduce state support $1.86

million. But, as can be seen from Figure 2, even with the elimination of the remote-and-necessary
weighting factor, special levies in small school districts would average less than half that of large districts.

Table 16

THE EFFECT ON SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICT GROUP SIZES WHEN THE ELEMENTARY
AND HIGH SCHOOL REMOTE-AND-NECESSARY WEIGHTING FACTOR IS ELIMINATED

Decrease in State Support: $1.863 million

Decrease in Decrease in Percent Percent
State Sup ort Special Levy Decrease in Increase in

Group Dollars in Millions Per Pupil Per Pupil Mills State Funds Special Levies

7 .$ 0.30 $ 7.1 $ 5.9 0.3 1.7 % 11.2 %

8 0.91 42.7 38.4 1.5 9.6 41.1

9 0.65 94.6 77.4 2.0 19.0 73.1

Large School District (Table 17)
Present Value: Zero.
In 1968-69 the 15 largest school districts in the state had 71 percent of the outstanding special levies.

These 15 districts are a mixture of both high- and low-assessed value districts. Therefore, any adjustments
in the present formula factors tend to hurt some districts Ville helping others. In order to reduce special
levies across the state, some mechanism is required to pro vide reasonably equal assistance to all these
districts. One method of accomplishing this is to apply a weighting factor to the total base enrollment of
large districts. In Table 17 the effect of a weighting factor of 0.1 ic shown. This value would allocate a
little over $13 million to large school districts.



Table 17

THE ADDITIONAL SUPPOR.1 10 THE 15 LARGEST DISTRICTS
WHEN A 0.1 LARGE SCHOOL DISTRIC 1 "NI R;IITING FACTOR IS APPLIED

Increase in State Support: 513.374 million
This amounts to $36.8 per pupil.

Group 1

Lar e Acct. Millaoe Reduction
in Special LeviesDollamin

Seattle $ 3.241 1.41

nigmlire 1.0E3 3.8v

LA:11evue 3.836 2.75

1.29m t. )2

orroor 1.JJ3

Spiliane 1.14S

ft
.

Group 2

Increase in State Filno...:
OVer an Rocluet ion Spe

;.,vrcent

2 2 mills

dancouver S J.4Se 2.2S

Federal Way 4i# 4.71

RentOn J.S48 1.10

shoreline U.618 3.72

Lake wasnington L,47o 2.97

kent 0.429 2.58

Clover Park ..s?7 4.14*

iverett 0.500 Z.47

ir 14%4 0.4b1 2.83

*1-1011 1144 3. Ei aid sigewrial lr

increase in State Funds: 8.7 percent

Ovw Roducuon us Spocial Levis. 2 4 mina
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Section 4

VARIATIONS IN THE FUNDING FORMULA

In this section the two variations in the funding formula which could have been used to best offet
specia! levies in 1968-69 will he discussed in detail. The effect of the: iunding formulas upon all school
districts will be presented. In the first case the state guarantee was defined in terms of a fixed sum of
money like the present guarantee. 5368. In developing this case. the model was run many times to
determine the -optimal- combination ol weightMg factors: -optimal- was defined as mizing special
levies. This optimal combination will he presented first. The second part of this sk. concerns an
optimal case in which the guarantee is defined in Jerms of actual teachers' N.alaries anti _Adent-teacher
rano.

Part 1: Optimal Combination of Weighting Factori Using a Fixed Guarantee

In all cases the state support was assumed to be increased by S83.4 million, the total state special
levy amount, and the remaining special kvies determined,

The latter stages ot the search for the optinul combination of weighting factors began with thr
parameters shown in Figure 13. Onc paranieter. the v"condary weighting factor. was selected and varied
and the value that rfill lirilizes special levies was selected. Incorporating the new secondary value into thr
scheme, another parameter was chosen and the procedure was continued until no further reduction in
special levies was produced. As seen from Figure 13. by reducing the secondary weighting fat-tor to zero,
the percenta ge. of additienul state funds replacing special levy funds was maximued. In this Cale, 70:7
percent of the S83.4 million replaced special levy money, the remainder %vas excess funds. This amounts
to a 1.M percent Improvemen: over the present formula.

The effect upon special levies by setting the secondary weighting factor at zero and varying the
disadvantaged weighting factor is shown in Figure 14. Special Iesies are reduced as the disadvantaged
factor h iriCreased up to 0.4. Alter this value, however, a steady decline exists. Increasing the
disadvantaged weighting factor ts 0.4 improves the efficiency of reducing special levies to over Pt0.1
percent or 10.Z5 percent better than the present formula.

As discussed in Section the Large scheol weighting factor was applied to the 15 Largest distmts,
which had 71 percent of the special kyles in the slate. Therefore. it is not surprising that an increase in
this factor tends to result in improving the efficiency ot Whetting special ksies. the efficiency peaks at a
factor of 0.:" as shown in Figure IS. and the over-all efficiency in reducing special kvors reachc, 141.4
pervert or 11.5 percent better than the present formula

11-4.-reastng the pertertage ot local funds to be subtracted from the total guarantee helps distribute
additional funds to the distncts with a low assessed value per pupil With the factor ii 100 perk.ent, all
districts arc affected equally and all local funds are subtracted from the stale guarantee. From Figure It*,
if is evident that mcreasins thc leeway factor increases thc peuentage reduction In special lesies until it
peaks at 110 pefeent. However, the total IN-dui:lion in special levies across the state between a lorualb
factor of 100 percent or 110 percent is stnail, represented by only about SHAM

The vocattonal Isresichtiing faoor %as rntial effish"111 al ftshislitit special levies srl al 0.1, but there 1116as
very little differeme in efficiency between 0.1 and 0 4 as shown int igure 17.

The oirCVall effect of these factors ts to increase the eftscienci, of the present lormiluta it% offsetting
special Sestet tfor the 1968.69 s.hool year) (torn 6).9 percent to 141.5 percent. The combination or thew
optimum fat:tots along with a modified small school district factor was called Case 40 A more detailed
description of the effects of this formula is provided below.

taw 40's effect in fed:acing spCstal trifles can be seen us table IN First, K.7.42 percent of thc
inreared state funds tepla.-rd special lcio, mono- (Note that the inrease from $1.5 percent is a frsoll of
the modified small s,:bo.1 distrut factor I Ibis, reduces the original special levy or SHZ million io

:No/ 17



SI3.47 million. The special levies within each size group are present in three forms: 1) mills: what the
millage based on 50 peri_ent of the as..cssment value would be to provide the district with the required
special kvy: 2) dollars per student. i.e.. the special levy dollars divided by the total base enrollment:and 3)
percent reduction (this is the percentage by which this group's total special levy was reduced). Group 3.
those districts with between 5.000 and 10,000 students. was able to redUce its special levy on the average
by ()0.() percent. but as a group it falls short of the average state ;eduction of 83.7 percent. Twelve of
these 20 districts have a special levy greater than S200.000. the highest being Mercer Island at S848.000.
Tin: reason for their higher-than-average special levy is that these districts have a lower-than-average
assessment value per student. (The grouping of individual school districts is shown in Appendix D.)

lable 19 shows the number of school districts -vithin a certain special levy millage range. For
instance. it is seen that the numb:r of school dktricts that have no special levy went from 85 to 213, or
(4.5 percent of the .school districts would have no special kvy. Of the 85 districts that had no special levy
before o5 ot them received some additional funding. There was aku substantial reduction in school
districts that have cstraordinarils hieh special lev} milbge. Tlwr ir only 12 school districts that have a

ILAN greater than o mills compared with tlw present 74 school districts. The impact of the reduced
spei.i.)1 les} i.-an bc seen better in Figure where the infonration in Table 19 is accumulated and plotted.
ilms. n ( ase 40, 00 percent of the local districts have less than a 2 mill special levy: this compares
with 9 'mils present1}. Including 95 peri.ent of the districts. th: rest), tive millage is 5 milk for Case 40
and 1 2 nulls tor the present Iormula.

:Irmo!: at sr:7:1,d kYtt",-, v;t shown in Fiinin 19, That
pco.ent ul Ow total state assessed %aim: %Amid have less than 2 iiiIls apphed to it, whi..reas now onl}

;scrcent ot flic assessed value has less than 5-1:2 milk propertN
l'tor kAunplete detailed look :it the ettect (ase 41) on I. al school districts, see Appendix A.

Large School lIstrict Weighting Factor
As stated earher. the I 5 large h 1 districts igseater than 1 I MOO in tout haw. enrollment L have 71

II toiI 11,1%.1.0 ie1 across the state. Ihus, an} combination of criteru to provide j basic
education Jild MUMMA' I: 111Cl..1.1I kV les 14 ill di% .,ri considerable attention to these large school districts.
Sm4.-e most of districts !use lower-than-average assessment %AIM per r upil, it is difficult to alkicate
hind to these distro Is %Li the present r bagalllec . I hn%, j WIWAs: Jik01..111 W.Is 'WI up. he sourc s of the
Loge s..hool &stmts. revenue and the amounts the} obtain Irons local, special levies, state and Federal are
+11014-11 1H I .shk ite111011, Iklre Short-1111C, anti Kent chool districts colket vu special levsi..s between
S213-S2o5 VICf pupil. Federal Way, Yakima, and CloVcr Park k.-olket only Sii47. S59, and S22, respectively.
Likewise I etkral revenue per pupil has a wide range. with Bellevue receiving 513 wink (lover Park

s),4) %tat: .ot-rjei.- tor I- vilcuil fonds s49 pc, ;lull& I ....om..1 and ( loser Park I %ch.:Atonal
Instilute %.11twohl Ickcoc ntiMr Ulan SSW per pupil m state revenue whdc Seattk and Kenton, the mo
drAfik.i ilh a111eflt 41t1C, ft..,,ic- little oser rbcr limn the state. Ihe
4111tfunl &l Io 41 -.flI'Ve-olt .01 411.111k. It) Ili,',.i I .0 Lit.1(14-1% faingt-, hum 26 !or ( Itvixf Park ik (tO

11.-f.i.7111 It of WC-Mt/11

the Urge Ilk twol distriA act:ount lor thc individual districts was ...skid-ilea by taking .1 weighting
fak tor, (1 ..i ( aye 40. ittuntp4.1ng by the guarantee, S49I in Case 40, and then multipl} mg Is} tht-
distrit,t's total base enrollment I Itc t1VC1411 411101.1111 cif 111011CV 411iX:4Ifed 1b-Ls ltfl% jcCenall would be SA5.7
111,116011. Ihc amount that each district Veuuld reiclVc. and OW allIOUnl ii sp1,s1 !Clive% and xi:es% tunas

arc shown fli I abk I Allosation 01 all the Urge school distrio hinds would leave these distils Is with
about SS.7 tu1lun, m specul levies, or only 10 percent of their original pecul The table shows that
7 dviiiif% hould fc.civc c'1,4-css" unJ. ilvest .34.1d1tion.11 1V1C1n11C 14-4.% 1110IC I11.1111 then %pc-4.:1,41 117Viee

1-xcept for Closer Park, the frYcnu c. pupil tor the Urge school disartsts after ihe$ rci Inc
latpc-ak.:uuni itanth is Jrutilid St400, Closet rark's revenue per pupd would he S9M8. 1 tic "cxsess funds.
iinnfin I% C IIrkl.s1 rfc- a (,&igi hail id the- ebtriet% tunel tot Uctletal jeta tot
Yakima. ithout these lunch, these two d1sIIIC IS Vicflad 11.43VC .111 CIfelltd)- frVC1111Cpelfrflra Kitm:

he cee., !with rmount to SK4 pet pupd tor l'edetal WaS and S I S prf pupil Eot Alma sth4lut thei .

their tel.cheIc- ivs pupil would It, 41 I Sts'O. 1.41 tivlo% the group.% SSIJI0 .etee.age ittnctalIN
A.111kItidCd Mal Itfl" "ci,csa. tun& or not wasted. Ilie} go to ihstucts with low revenue pr pupil. I he

temammit drittict that have excel.% funds am 4dollars per uptl Van,otn,er, 'La"), seattle, sts, rioter
14411., S I .to. Ldnionds, $14, and Spokane. S1.00.
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Figure 13

EFFECT OF THE SECONDARY WEIGHTING FACTOR IN REDUCING SPECIAL LEVIES

Fixed Parameters:
1. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

. Disadvantaged weighting factor is zero, 0.
3. 85 percent lezway factor is 100 percent.
4. Large school district weighting factor is 0.1.
5. 100 percent of ALL transportation cost.
6. Nc. county ratio.

btdff u..c.ghting factor
8. No necessary and remote weighting factor.
q. State property tax, 4.0/2.4.

Effect: Additional State Funds $83.36 million
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Figure 14

EFFECT OF THE DISADVANTAGED WEIGHTING FACTOR
IN REDUCING SPECIAL LEVIES

Fixed Parameters:
1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.
2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.
3. 85 percent leeway factor is 100 percent.
4. Large school district weighting factor is 0.1.
5. 100 percent of ALL transportation cost.
6. No county ratio.
7. No staff weighting factor.
8. No necessary and remote weighting factor.
9. State property tax, 4.0/2.4.

Effect: Additional State Funds: $83.36 million
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Figure 15

EFFECT OF THE LARGE SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGHTING FACTOR
IN REDUCING SPECIAL LEVIES

Fixed Parameters:
1-2. Secondary and vocational weighting factors are zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is 0.4.
4. 85 percent leeway factor is 100 percent.
5. 100 percent of ALL transpor.ation cost.
6. No county ratio.
7. No staff weighting factor.
8. No remote and necessary weighting factor.
9. State property tax, 4.0/2.4.

Effect: Additional State Funds: $83.36 million
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Figure 16

EFFECT OF 85 PERCENT LEEWAY FACTOR IN REDUCING SPECIAL LEVIES

Fixed Parameters:

1-2. Secondary and vocational weighting factors are zero, 0.
3. Di.-;advantaged weighting factor is 0.4.
4. Large school weighting factor is 0.2.
5. 100 percent of ALL transportation cost.
6. No county ratio.
7. No staff weighting factor.
8. No remote and necessary weighting factor.
9. State property tax, 4.0/2.4.

Effect: Additional State Funds: $83.46 to $84.0 million
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Figure 17

EFFECT OF THE VOCATIONAL STUDENT WEIGHTING FACTOR
IN REDUCING SPECIAL LEVIES

(After Changing to Best Values Shown in Figures 12-16)

Fixed Parameters:
1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.
2. Disadvantaged and migrant weighting factor is 0.4.
3. 85 percent leeway factor is 110 percent.
4 J-Arge school district weighting factor is 0.2.
5. 100 percent of ALL transportation cost.
6. No county ratio.
7. No staff weighting factor.
8. No remote and necessary weighting factor.
9. State property tax, 4.0/2.4.

Effect: Additional State Funds: $83.36 million
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Table 18
FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS

Case 40: includes parameters listed under Figure 16, revised small and large weighting factors,
and guarantee set at $491.

Additional State Cost: $83.15
Revised Large School District Weighting Factor: 14 Districts @ cost of $32.83 million.
Revised Remote and Necessary Weighting Factor: 72 Districts @lcost of $1.43 million.
Total Base Enrollment: 771,759. Total Weighted Enrollment: 782,952.
Total Special Levies $13.47 million (1.14 mills).

Percent of the input dollars that went into reducing Special Levies: 82.42%.

Minimum School
District Size

Total
Funds per Pupil

Special Levies

Mill$
(Assessed)

Dollars
per

Student
Percent

ReductionBase Case 40

20,000 $798 $809 0.7 $11.8 93.1%

10,000 792 820 1.6 24.0 84.3

5,000 706 716 2.3 28.2 60.6

2,600 674 695 1.1 12.8 73.7

1,600 719 745 1.3 18.8 68.4

1,000 727 771 0.3 3.8 83.0

500 737 768 0.5 9.8 79.5

200 312 833 1.0 25.9 69.6

0 969 995 0.6 32.1 76.8

Weighted Average $753 $772 1.1 $17.4 83.7%

Special School District Special Levy Status:

Seattle: Surplus $1.59 million (2.20% increase total funds)

Shoreline: $937,000 (5.64 mills)

Tacoma: $1.47 million (3.08 mills)

Spokane: Surplus $31.800 (0.12% increase total fund)
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Revturd Lame School thatrict Wriebtins Factor
to a, facie maximum cffiseno m teducins spc%tal levict, "cucts funds would have to he

minor:well In other word.. the -deurrtl-4;ritena Iwould be to eliminate a sichool district's spci.al klq, hut
provide no "tutrlut" ot revenue One via) this :ould tbe done with Lame school district would be to
&Huh two additional constrainti to the large acount. The districts would have to show a nccd for these
funds This would he akulated at follows Their total revenue minus special levy dollars Le.. the local,
state and tederal funds on a per-pupil basis must he leis than ionic value. S/400 per pupil was chosen uncc
Out is thc recite revenue per pupil for thc poup. Secondly. the maximum support would be to this level.

the Federal funds. bkc thc special levy funds, could also have been subtracted from the total
resenue. howelcr. thc real vanahle is the chown support ksel. the S/400. 11. Federal funds were subtracted.
support level would have to he: reduced to 5730 in order to equal the effect produced by eliminating the
tpec sal kvy.

Thus. by revising thc large uhool district account. all school distncts larger than 11.000 students
except :. (lover Park and Tacoma. received 598.20 per pupil via the large school district weighting factor.
Tacoma received S57.04 per pupil. Their allocation was kss because their other revenue per pupil was
dose to thc 5800-leve1 of support, 5783. as shown in Table 21. If they had also received 598.20. their
additional funds would have been $1.451 million, leaving them with only a SI7,000 special levy. This
could have been done by raising the 5800 support level to 5850. Clover Park has a total revenue per pupil
of 5830 orritting special levy, and thus was excluded from the large school district account. However. as
Appendix A indicates. in the Clover Park school district not only was the special levy eliminated, but the
district received an additional 5539.000. By raising the support level to S930. all 15 school districts would
have receiveJ all their funds. As shown in Table :1, Clover Park would have had "excess" funds of S1.945
million, with a total revenue per pupil of 5988.

Remote and Necessary Districts
With 65 districts is group size 8 and 87 districts in group size 9, 46 percent of all the districts within

the state have fewer than 500 students (see in Appendix C). The adjustment value (the assessment value
adjusted by the county ratio) per pupil for these small districts is generally extremel:, high when compared
with the rest of the state. In Appendix F, these districts are separated into those having a very low cost per
pupil and those having a very high cost per pupil. It is interesting to note that *hose small school districts
with a very low cost per pupil on the average have no special levies. (A complete list of cost per pupil for
all the districts by group size is given in Appendix D.)

Presently there are 122 school districts classified as remote and necessary. After revising the funding
formula to represent more of the local school districts' actual expenditures, it should be expected that the
list of remote and necessary districts could also be revised and logically reduced.

One method of revision reduced the list from 122 to 72. The districts classified as remote and
necessary, the additional funding, and the revised weighting factor are shown in Table 22. Those districts
dropped from the remote classification are shown in Table 23. At present the state reimburses the 122
districts about $1.8 million. The revision reduces the allocation only about $350,000, but also reduces the
number of districts involved. The revised weighting factors were calculated as follows. First, a present
remote district must have a special levy greater than some inputted value, 0.85 mills was chosen since the
additional $83.4 million that was being allocated to all the districts would eliminate a 0.85-mill special
levy. (It was this criterion that eliminated the 50 districts. This was done to minimize the "excess" funds
and to channel the $350,000 into other districts with a greater need.) Secondly, the district was
reimbursed, only upon its needwhich was defined as its special levy, or what it normally received,
whichever was the least.

Using these criteria, a school district's weighting factor could not have been increased, nor could
districts that are not presently classified for remote funds be classified as such. Investigating all the
districts, only one district (Wishram) obviously needs additional funding while it appears that three
districts (Mount Pleasant, Gold Bar, and Farmington) could be given a remote and necessary classification
(see Table 24).
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T abir 2 2

tiEMOIC AND NUCESSARY SCHOOL DISTRICT ACCOUNT
AND REVISED WM:MING FACTORS

Schoc:11.rPstrict Account

Weighting. Factor
TeWsed Present

Washtucna S32,408 0.861 0.861

Lind 25,092 0.441 0.441

Ritzvillt 8,441 0.084 0.084

Anatone 9,278 0.573 2.000

Asotin 31,789 0.829 0.838

Finley 19,797 0.280 0.280

Manson 22,904 0.366 0.366

Stehekin 3,236 1.318 2.000

Entiat 28,533 0.597 0.597

Peshastin-Dryden 15,679 0.192 0.192

Toutle Lake 20,258 0.291 0.291

Bridgeport 24,385 0.415 0.415

Mansfield 32,885 1.358 1.550

Hazelmere 4,998 0.727 2.000

1nchelium 8,979 0.239 0.865

Republic 11,633 0.177 0.332

Kahlotus 35,902 2.000 2.000

Hartline 20,431 1.382 2.000

Warden 16,200 0.202 0.202

Coulee City 8,521 0.235 0.908

Soap Lake 16,269 0.203 0.203

Wilson Creek 33,418 1.621 1.887

Coupeville 19,068 0.262 0.262

Quilcene 27,001 0.521 0.521

Chimacum 10,835 0.115 0.115

Lester 10,252 2.000 2.000

Skykomish 37,856 2.000 2000.

Easton 28,421 1.176 1.554

Thoro 24,437 0.887 1.316

Kittitas 22,399 0.350 0.350

Wishram 37,672 1.580 1.580

Bickleton 16,118 0.686 1.60861 73
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Tabk 22-Continued

School District Account
Weighting Factor

Revised Present

Glenwood $19,258 1.189 2.000

Klickitat 30,048 0.685 0.685

Roosevelt 5,880 0.798 2.000

Lyle 27,004 0.521 0.521

Adna 28,514 0.596 0.596

Winlock 5,617 0.052 0.052

Boistfort 25,332 1.538 2.000

Onalaska 17,170 0.221 0.221

Sprague 30,607 0.722 0.722

Almira 14,530 0.625 1.631

Creston 35,961 1.270 1.270

Wilbur 19,917 0.283 0.283

Harrington 30,109 0.689 0.689

Davenport 14,187 0.172 0.186

Winthrop 7,481 0.167 0.666

Brewster 14,312 0.168 0.168

Pateros 22,020 0.411 0.491

Willapa Valley 13,216 0.150 0.150

Selkirk 15,204 0.186 0.190

Orting 13,705 0.158 0.158

Orcas 20,941 0.731 0.252

Granite Falls 6,764 0.072 0.118

Freeman 15,791 0.194 0.194

Liberty 14,768 0.176 0.176

Wellpinit 6,307 0.289 1.762

Columbia 12,429 0.469 1.383

Rainier 24,849 0.677 0.893

Touchet 18,777 0.697 1.354

Columbia 20,970 0.310 0.310

Waitsburg 16,510 0.208 0.208

Diablo 7,209 0.312 0.501
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Table 22Continued

School District Account

Weighting Factor
Revised Present

Oaksdale $ 11,203 0.311 0.918

LaCrosse 26,666 0.506 0.506

Tekoa 25,995 0.581 0.664

Palouse 21,788 0.332 0.332

Garfield 32,139 0.838 0.838

Colton 23,939 0.400 0.400

Endicott 34,821 1.110 1.110

Rosalia 24,295 0.462 0.509

Mabton 9,475 0.110 0.164

Total $1,431,000

Table 23

REMOTE AND NECESSARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS
WITH A REVISED ZERO WEIGHTING FACTOR

County School District County School District

Benton Paterson Lincoln Reardan

Benton Kiona Benton Mason Mary M Knight

Chelan Leavenworth Okanogan Twisp

Clallam Crescent Pacific South Bend

Clallam Cap Flattery Pacific Naselle Grays River

Clark Lacenter Pacific North River

Columbia Starbuck Pend Oreille Newport

Cowlitz Kalama Pend Oreille Cusick

Douglas Palisades San Juan Shaw

Douglas Waterville San Juan Waldron

Ferry Keller San Juan Lopez

Ferry Curlew San Juan San Juan

Ferry Orient Skagit Concrete

Grant Grand Coulee Skagit La Conner

Grant Wahluke Snohomish Darrington

Grays Harbor North Beach Spokane Freeman

Grays Harbor Quinault Stevens Mary Walker

Grays Harbor Wishkah Valley Stevens Northport

Grays Harbor Oakville Stevens Kettle Falls

Klickitat Trout Lake Wahkiakum Wahkiakum

Lewis Napavine Walla Walla Prescott

Lewis Mossyrock Whatcom Newhalem

Lewis
Lewis
Lewis

Morton
Toledo
Pe Ell

Whitman
Whitman
Yakima

Lamont
St.John
Zillah

Lincoln Odessa
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High Special Levy Districts
Case 40, as shown in Table 18 almost eliminated special levies across the state, reducing the

state-widc average levy to 1.14 mills. There are a few school districts-9 in this case-- that have a spec:1i
levy greater than 6.3 mills. These districts are shown in Table 24. These 9 districts represent only olie
percent of the total number of students. Although two of these districts are comparatively large, the
remaining 7 have fewer than 500 stvdents each. Also shown in the table are the dollars and the weighting
factor that would he required to reduce the district special levy to six mills. The districts in Table 24
would have to be investigated on an individual basis to determine if they warrant additional support. One
way of providing this additional support would be to group them with the remote school districts and
handle all by one account.

County Number/
School District

Special Levy Millage CostPer
Total
Base

EnrollmentPresent Case 40 Pupil

Quilcene 16/48 12.51 11.85 $ 941 275

Mercer Island 17/400 15.17 10.95 803 5,232

Wishram* 20/94 25.74 10.02 1,111 124

Adna 21/226 23.71 16.72 1,001 310

Mount Pleasant 30/29 10.86 8.03 1,322 22

Carson 30/301 15.84 14.13 893 332

Gold Bar 31/84 16.50 9.53 700 118

Monroe 31/103 11.72 6.94 730 2,013

Farmington 38/180 9.01 7.34 2,078 15

*Wishram is classified as a small district, however the weighting factor needs to

be increased.
(-
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Table 24

NINE SCHOOL DISTRICTS REQUIRING A SPECIAL LEVY
GREATER THAN 6.30 MILLS (0) 50,L OF ASSESSED VALUE)

IN CASE 40T0 SUPPORT THAT DISTRICT'S EDUCATION PROGRAM

Special Levy Dol lars
Special

Levy Per
Pupil

Assessed
Value Per

Pupil

Dollars Needed
to Reduce

Special Levy
to 6 Mills

Weighting Factor
(Reduce Special
Levy to 6 Mills)Present Case 40

$ 45,700 $ 43,300 $157 $ 6,652 $ 10,700 .0079

1,148,000 828,000 158 7,227 187,200 .0729

37,300 14,500 117 5,823 2,900 .0476

94,800 67,000 216 6,438 21,400 .1406

5,600 4,140 185 11,535 524 .0478

57,600 51,400 155 5,478 14,700 .0902

28,400 16,400 139 7,302 3,000 .0518

269,000 159,300 79 5,698 10,800 .0109

14,661 11,936 808 55,060 1,100 .1512



Does the Money not Going into Special Levies Raise the Educational Program?
For Case 40, 82.4 percent of the additional state funds replaced local special levy monies. It would

be desirable if the remaining 17.6 percent could be distributed to the low-revenue-per-pupil districts so
that their education program would be raised. It has been noted that two large districts, Federal Way and
Yakima, received an additional large amount of money, but their cost per pupil was low and this just
brought it up to the state average.

To help answer the original question, Tables 25 and 26 were prepared. They show those districts
which received more than $100,000 in surplus funds, or more than 10 percent of their total funds. Of the
17 districts that received more than $100,000, only four have a total revenue per pupil above the average
$800, and only one has above $854. Thus, in general terms Case 40 minimizes total special levies across
the state, and it appears to allocate additional funds to the districts that have a low cost per pupil. For
school districts that received more than a 10 percent increase in revenue, but less than $100,000, the same
conclusion can be made. These school districts are small, however, and i.t becomes difficult to compare
districts on a per-pupil basis. As can be seen from Table 26, those districts with a high revenue per pupil
generally have fewer than 75 students in enrollment.

Table 25

SCHOOL DISTRICTS MAT RECEIVED $100,000 MORE
IN CASE 40 THAN PRESENTLY

County Number/
Increase in Revenue

Total RevenueDollars in
School District School Dist. No Thousands Percent Per Pupil

Kennewick 3/17 $ 128 2.6% $ 668

Prosser 3/116 183 14.1 747

Port Angeles 5/21 142 4.7 634

Vancouver 6/37 410 3.6 777

Washougal 6/112 135 9.9 854

Evergreen 6/114 180 6.4 650

Battle Ground 6/119 132 5.6 684

North Beach 14/64 132 24.8 947

Oak Harbor 15/201 331 11.5 741

Seattle 17/1 1596 2.2 840

Federal Way 17/210 1141 12.6 755

Bremerton 18/100 216 3.5 726

Central Kitsap 18/401 263 10.8 715

South Kitsap 18/401 290 7.8 724

White Pass 21/303 113 15.8 825

Shelton 23/309 119 5.8 689

Yakima 39/7 1446 17.1 791
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Table 26

DISTRICTS THAT RECEIVED MORE THAN 10 PERCENT
BUT LESS THAN $100,000

County Number/
School Dist.

Increase in Revenue Total
Revenue

Number
ofDollars in

School District Number Thousands Percent Per Pupil Students

Paterson 3/50 $ 5.8 18.5% $2,624 14

Magala 4/115 6.8 27.6 556

Fairview 5/321 17.8 29.5 1,022 76

Green Mountain 6/103 5.6 15.4 815

Rose Valley 8/82 15.6 13.3 623

Orando 9/13 6.6 13.2 789

Pomeroy 12/110 68.2 11.2 819

McCleary 14/65 20.1 13.2 608

Montesano 14/66 94.1 11.6 662

Taolah 14/77 17.6 15.4 1,240 106

Cosmopolis 14/99 35.0 16.1 801

Satsap 14/104 6.2 20.9 537

Ocosta 14/172 61.2 11.3 791

South Whidbey 15/206 72.8 12.9 693

Morton 21/214 68.3 13.4 835

Pe Ell 21/301 36.5 12.3 999

Southside 23/42 16.7 18.3 569

Harstine 23/302 4.5 27.6 4527 5

Kamilche Valley 23/401 8.4 21.9 603

Pioneer 23/402 23.9 20.8 754

Hood Canal 23/404 48.5 18.5 772

Riverside 24/118 8.7 14.8 753

Oroville 24/410 83.6 12.6 791

Ocean Beach 25/101 65.3 10.7 770

Naselle Gray 25/155 57.8 12.1 1019 525

Steilacoom 27/1 79.2 17.7 754

Anderson Island 27/24 2.6 11.9 900

Shaw 28/10 4.3 22.8 8693 3

Waldron 28/21 1.9 34.5 2552 3

Lopez 28/144 18.0 18.8 1182 96

Conway 29/317 35.3 15.6 746
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26 continued

Schooi Distnct

County Number/
School Dist.

Number

Increase in Revenue Total
Revenue
Per Pupil

Number
of

Students
Dollars in
Thousands Percent

sialmnia 30/2 11.1 10.1 1633 74

will A 30/31 11.5 10.4 1557 78

Cathcart 31/109 24.6 12.2 601

Orchir 1 Prairie 32/123 5.2 21.4 537

SI ue Creek 33/27 1.3 15.8 582

3nion Creek 33/30 1.2 13.9 1011 10

Loon Lake 33/183 6.2 19.6 953

Starlit Valley 33/202 5.6 30.2 731

Evergreen 33/205 3.9 26.8 ,799

Griffin 34/324 36.0 21.1 736

Littlerock 34/332 25.0 14.7 741

Prescott 36/402 39.6 12.6 1501 236

Lamont 38/264 24.7 30.3 2038 52
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Part 2: Guarantee Based on Student-Teacher Ratio

The guarantee, presently defined in terms of a fixed amount of dollars, could also be defined in terms
of teachers salary, student-teacher ratio, programs, courses, or various combinations of these.

In this section the guarantee was defined so as to reimburse the local school districts for actual
teacher salaries. Assuming the staff overhead is some percentage of teacher salaries, a guarantee in dollar
form is expressed as follows:

(actual teachers salary) (staff overhead factor)
Guarantee student-teacher ratio

It has been estimated that the staff overhead is 84 percent of the teacher salaries. Thus, the guarantee
value as a function of the student-teacher ratio is as follows: (An average 1968-69 teachers salary of
$8,454 will be used.)

Thus the guarantee equals $15,555 divided by the student-teacher ratio. What this represents in terms
of a state guarantee is shown below:

Guarantee Student-Teacher Ratio
$778 20
622 25
519 30
444 35

A funding variation, Case 41, was the "best" case with the guarantee defined by the student-teacher
ratio. It is shown in Table 27. The percentage of the additional state funds that went into reducing special
levies is 82 percent, about the same as in Case 40. The weighting factors for this case are as follows:

Secondary weighting factor is zero.
Disadvantage weighting factor is 0.4.
Vocational weighting factor is 0.1.
Leeway factor is 100%.
100% of .ALL transportation cost.
No county ratio.
No staff weighting factor.
Revised remote and necessary weighting factor.
Staff overhead is 84% of teachers salary.
Student-teacher ratio is 30.67.

The student-teacher ratio was adjusted to fix the total state funds to be allocated.
A comparison of the percent reduction in special levies is made in Table 28.



Case 41:

Table 27

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero.
2. Disadvantaged weighting factor is 0.4.
3. Vocational weighting factor is 0.1.
4. 85 percent leeway factor is 100 percent.
5. 100 percent of ALL transportation cost.
6. No county ratio.
7. No staff weighting factor.
8. Revised small district weighting factor.
9. Guarantee defined: Student/teacher ratio = 30.67.

10. Staff overhead factor is 1.84.

Additional State Cost: $83.33 million

Total Base Enrollment
Total Weighted Enrollment:

771,759.
782,952.

Revised Remote High and Elementary Account: $ 1.87 million.
Total Special Levies Remaining: $13.58 million.

Percent of the input dollars that went into reducing special levies: 82.02%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies
Mills

Assessed
Dollars Per
Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 1.0 $ 17.4 89.3%
10,000 2.7 40.2 73.6,

5,000 0.7 8.2 88.6

2,600 0.4 4.7 90.4

1,600 0.7 9.9 83.3

1,000 0.2 2.4 89.2

500 0.9 17.7 62.8

200 1.8 45.0 47.2

0 1.5 56.9 43.0

Weighted Average 1.1 $ 17.6 83.4 %

Individual Districts Special Levy Status:
Seattle: $565,000 (0.25 mills).
Shoreline: $1.17 million (7.06 mills).
Tacoma: $222,000 (0.47 mills).
Spokane: $ 76,000 surplus.
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Table 28

A COMPARISON OF CASES 40 AND 41

Minimum School
District Size

Percent Reduction in Special Levy
Case 40 Case 41 Dffference

20,000 93.1% 89.3% -3.8%

10,000 84.3 73.6 -10.7

5,000 60.6 88.6 28.0

2,600 73.7 90.4 16.7

1,600 68.4 83.3 '14.9

1,000 83.0 89.2 6.2

500 79.5 62.8 -22.9

200 69.6 47.2 -22.4

0 76.8 43.0 -33.8

Weighted Average 83.7% 83.4 %

A major difference between Cases 40 and 41 is that in Case 41 small districts tend to receive less

money because teacher salaries generally tend to be lower than in large districts.
Other major differences between the two cases are that Case 41 does not have a large school district

weighting factor and the leeway factor is 100 percent instead of 110 percent as in Case 40. Also, the state

property tax was not increased, but remained at its present level of 2.0 mills (high school) at 1.2 mills
(nonhigh school) in Case 41. A breakdown of the individual school districts of Case 41 is presented in

Appendix B.



Appendix A

COMPUTER OUTPUT OF SUMMARY TABLES OF A RECOMMENDED CASE:

CASE 40 (CASE 31 PLUS REVISED SMALL AND
LARGE SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGHTING FACTORS)
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Table 1

WASHINGTON STATE

COUNTY NUMBER AND NAME DIRECTORY

1 Adams 21 Lewis

2 Asotin 22 Lincoin
3 Benton 23 Mason

4 Chelan 24 Okanogan
5 Clallam 25 Pacific

6 Clark 26 Pend O'reille
7 Columbia 27 Pierce

8 Cowlitz 28 San Juan
9 Douglas 29 Skagit

10 Ferry 30 Skamania
11 Franklin 31 Snohomish
12 Garfield 32 Spokane
13 Grant 33 Stevens

14 Grays Harbor 34 Thurston
15 Island 35 Wahkiakum

16 Jefferson 36 Walla Walla

17 King 37 Whatcom
18 Kitsap 38 Whitman

19 Kittitas 39 Yakima

20 Klickitat

Table 2

SUMMATION OF ALL STATE DISTRICTS

BASE CASE WHAT IF CASE

TOTAL BASE ENROLLMENT 771759.06 771759.06

WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT 996029.1 782951.9

LOCAL PROPERTY TAX 67446026. 67446026.

STATE APPORTIONMENT ACCOUNT 3010 2552483130. 267966640.

STATE ASSESSED VALUE EQUALIZATION ACCT. 3011 O.

REVISED REMOTE ANU NECESSARY ACCT. 1430805.

LARGE SCHOOL WEIGHTING FACTOR ACCT. 32829431.

STATE PROPERTY TAX ACCOUNT 3070 27787019. 55574038.

TRANSPORTATIOW'm ACCOUNT 3020 30700630. 30700634.

STATE REIMBURSEMEhT 22313397. 30700634.

LOCAL FUNDS 8387233. O.

DRIVERS EDUCATION ACCOUNT 3080 3949413. 3949413.

STATE REIMBURSEMENT 1727004. 1727004.

STUDENT FEES 899982. 899982.

LOCAL FUNDS j j 1322428. 1322428.
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Table4
REQUIRED SPECIAL LEVY-BASED ON 50 PERCENT OF ASSESSED VALUE

CASE 31 PLUS REVISED SMALL AND LARGE SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGHTING FACTORS
GUARANTEE= $491

THE MILLAGE IS BASED ON THE ASSESSED VALUE

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY M1LLAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE
COST PER
STUDENTBASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT

wASHTOCNA . 1 109 3.26 .12 3.14 -.00 -.00 943.44
BENGE I 122 1.69 .01 1.68 .00 .00 1964.86.
OTHELLO 1 147 4.38 .00 4.38 17425.91 1.15 736.62
LIND 1 158 4.13 1.08 3.05 -.00 -.00 1057.65
RITZVILLE I 160 4.52 1.94 2.58 -.00 -.00 940.17
CLARKSTON 2 250 2.03 .00 2.03 43642.20 2.28 633.99
ANATONE 2 310 .00 .00 .00 -,6765.66 -6.38 1295.91
ASOTIN 2 40U 4.60 .00 4.60 -.00 -.00 832.19
KENNEWICK 3 17 3.09 .00 3.09 127935.75 2.64 667.71
PATERSON 3 5U 1.22 .00 1.22 5862.58 18.53 2624.37
KIONA VENTON 3 52 .00 .00 .00 3914347 8.57 712.30
FINLEY 3 53 7.35 3.51 3.85 -.00 -.00 796.58
PROSSER 3 116 .17 .00 .17 182773.80 14.06 747.61
RICHLAND 3 400 8.50 3.71 4.78 -.00 -.00 745.66
MONITOR 4 9 3.49 .00 3.49 1105.17 1.24 646.55
MANSON 4 19 10.37 3.68 6.69 -.00 -.00 790.15__

STEHEION 4 69 .70 .00 .70 -.00 -.00 1274.61
MALAGA 4 115 .00 .00 .00 6817.98 27.59 556.54
CASHMERE 4 122 9.61 5.74 3.87 . -.00 -.00 713.30
ENTIAT 4 127 10.41 2.91 7.50 .00 .00 809.05
LEAVENWORTH 4 128 .00 .00 .00 24173.82 5.18 709.57
CHELAN 4 129 4.37 2.15 2.23 -.00 -.00 695.92
PESHASTIN-DR Li 201J 5.66 1.25 4.41 -.00 -.00 679.74
wENATCHEE 4, 246 5.86 2.82 3.04 -.00 -.00 691.09
PoRT ANGELES 5 21 .05 .00 .05 14228.94 4.69 634.33
CRESCENT 5 313 .00 .00 .00 -9427.80 5.34 785.92
FAIRVIEw 5 321 .00 .00 .00 17819.19 29.54 1022.16
SEOUIM 5 323 .00 .00 .00 63439.95 7.49 730.60
CAPE FLATTER- 5 401 .00 .00 .00 45114.30 8.16 1001.80
GOILLAYUTE V 5 402 .00 .00 .00 62;)20.59 6.88 839.13
VANCOUVER 6 37 7.29 .00 7.9 409772.13 3.61 776.76
HOCKINSON 6 9b 2.96 .00 2.96 26648.27 9.68 676.32
LACENTER 6 101 1.59 .00 1.59 6844.54 1.96 706.77
GREEN MOoNTA 6 103 .00 .00 .00 5561.30 15.44 815.23
YACOLT 6 104 .64 .00 .64 9678.28 7.98 625.22
wASHoUGAL 6 112 .00 .00 .00 134948.57 9.94 853.64
EVERGREEN 6 114 1.02 .00 1.02 180534.19 6.44 650.27
CAMAS 6 117 3.21 1.59 1.62 -.00 -.00 726.45
BATTLE GROUN 6 119 .00 .00 .00 132445.38 5.59 683.53
RIDOEFIELD 6 122 .00 .00 :00 51418.73 6.01 676.68
DAYToN 7 2 2.85 .02 2.83 -.00 -.00 750.93
STARouCK 7 35 .96 .00 .96 3776.61 5.57 1610.67
ROSE VALLEY 8 82 .00 .00 .00 15585.10 13.35 622.52
CARRuLLS ti 118 .00 .00 .00 7660.22 9.41 627.12
LONGvIEw 8 122 2.82 1.55 1.27 -.00 -.00 692.65
TOUTLE LAKE 8 130 8.06 4.16 3.90 .00 .00 1007.85
CASTLE RoCK 8 401 1.21 .00 1.21 54916.55 6.29 626.00
KALAMA 8 402 .00 .00 .00 36547.56 7.62 691.90
KELSO ts 403 1.72 .00 1.72 52734.16 1.74 617.69
w0O1)LAND 8 404 .58 .00 .58 60953.55 8.83 728.89
uRONDO 9 13 1.29 .00 1.29. 6616.55 13.16 788.78
BRIOCiEPORT 9 75 6.17 1.11 5.06 -.00 -.00 790.77
PALISADES 9 102 .00 .00 .00 -6614.85 -20.81 1461.07
EASTMONT 9 20b 6.12 2.41 3.71 .02 .00 612.44
MANSFIELD. 9 207 5.54 .00 . 5.54 -.00 -.00 1094.49
WATERVILLE 9 209 .71 .00 .71 6452.57 2.51 738.84
KELLER 10 3 .00 .00 .00 -7023.77 -15.40 1146.56
LURLEW 10 50 .00 .00 .00 -22212.22 -14.78 820.43
HAZELMERE 10 60 .00 .00 .00 --4043.37 -21.70 1961.27
ORIENT 10 65 .00 .00 .00 2610.37 3.82 904.02
INCHELIUM 10 70 .66 .00 .66 -.00 -.00 863.40

844



Table 4-Continued

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY ;.,ILLAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE
COST PER
STUDENTBASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT

REPUBLIC 10 309 1.25 .00 1.25 4100 m..00 660.08

PASCO 11 1 6.06 2.72 3.34 ...00 .-.00 757.96

NORTH FRANKE 11 51 .00 .00 .00 99438.22 7.47 1091.09

STAR 11 54 5.20 2.95 2.25 ...00 .+.00 4630.75

KAHLOTUS 11 56 6.99 2.47 4.53 =..00 ...00 1557.39

POMEROY 12 110 .75 .00 .75 68217.78 11.24 819.49

GRAND COULEE 13 55 3.37 .00 3.37 567.35 .12 790.46

WAHLUKE 13 73 .00 .00 .00 3561.27 7.29 817.61

HARTLINE. 13 128 2.54 .00 2.54 +.00 ....00 983.82

QUINCY 13 144 5.26 1.98 3.28 +.00 ..00 739.37

WARDEN 13 146 8.40 5.11 3.30 +.00 .00 913.82

COULEE CITY 16 150 1.28 .00 1.28 +.00 .00 1063.09

SOAP LAKE 13 156 5.69 1.56 4913 +.00 +..00 731.79

OYAL 13 160 9.32 4.73 4.58 +.00 ....00 840.71

MOSES LAKE 16 161 3.84 .00 3.84 78362.34_ 2.06 702.96

EPHRATA 13 165 .00 .00 .00 70168.00 4.40 883.79

WILSON CREEK 13 167 3.67 .00 3.67 +.00 -.00 1212.21

ABERDEEN 14 5 11.04 6.30 4.74 +.00 +..00 720.00

HOOUIAM 14 28 1.88 .00 1.88 99445.28 5.21 653.48

NORTH BEACH 14 64 .75 .00 .75 132667.35 24.82 947.14

MC CLEARY 14 65 .00 .00 .00 20130.02 13.17 608.18

MONTESANO 14 66 .00 .00 .00 94096.52 11.66 662.07

ELMA 14 68 3.46 .00 3.46 8439.71 .90 651.06

TAHULAH 14 77 .00 .00 .00 17011.05 15.41 1239.94

OUINAULT 14 97 3.69 .00 3.69 290.76 .10 766.24

COSMOPOLIS 14 99 1.30 .00 1.30 35010.77 16.08 801.42

SATSOP 14 104 .00 .00 .00 647.54 20.85 536.90

WISHKAH VALL 14 117 .00 .00 .00 ..5575.99 -2.56 956.87

OCOSTA 14 172 .00 .00 .00 61166.09 11.31 791.08

OAKVILLE 14 400 .00 .00 .00 5962.91 2.08 887.13

OAK HARBOR 15 201 .00 .00 .00 331028.13 11.53 740.51

COUPEVILLE 15 204 6.95 .63 6.32 +.00 -.00 850.65

SOUTH WHIDBE 15 206 .70 .00 .70 72630.13 12.90 692.87

CLEARWATER 16 21J .93 .00 .93 1985.77 2.59 1207.93

BRINNON lb 46 3.15 2.12 1.04 +.00 --.00 890.85

OUILCENE 16 48 12.51 11.85 .66 .00 +.00 940.68

CHIMACUM 16 49 1.68 .97 .71 .00 .00 743.01

PORT TOWNSEN 16 50 2.91 2.80 .11 +.00 ...00 891.92

SEATTLE 17 1 6.58 .00 6.58 1596113.00 2.20 840.05

BLACK DIAMON 17 190 2.65 .00 2.65 6428.04 4.32 615.37

LESTER 17 195 5.19 .99 4.20 .-.00 .-.00 2810.76

FEDERAL WAY 17 210 11.09 .00 11.09 1141318.20 12.55 755.00

ENUMCLAW 17 216 5.93 .00 593 13682.13 .62 681.22

MERCER 151-AN 17 400 15.17 10.95 4.22 ....00 .+.00 802.63

HIGHLINE 17 401 17.69 1.10 16.59 ....00 .+.00 743.25

VASHON ISLAN 17 402 9.12 3.43 5.70 -.00 .00 715.85

RENTON 17 403 7.89 1.51 6.38 ....00 -.00 898.31

SKYKOMISH 17 404 6.01 1.39 4.62 ....00 -..00 1207.65

BELLEVUE 17 405 15.92 2.97 12.95 -.00 -.00 800.91

SOUTH CENTRA 17 406 9.84 6.14 3.69 ....00 +..00 796.99

LOWER SNOOLIA 17 407 6.88 1.80 5.08 ....00 "..01.1 704.10

AUBURN 17 408 5.35 1.25 4.10 ...00 ^.00 724.92

TAHOMA 17 409 7.89 .78 7.10 ....00 .00 697.96

SNOQUALMIE V 17 410 3.24 .00 3.24 45616.75 2.65 713.30

ISSAQUAH 17 411 8.36 .84 7.52 -.00 -..00 721.76

SHORELINE 17 412 21.96 5.64 16.32 ....00 +..00 808.97

LAKE WASHING 17 414 15.33 1.62 13.71 .-.00 ".00 814.55

KENT 17 415 17.67 5.31 12.36 .00 -..00 854.44

NORTHSHORE 17 417 11.15 2.81 8.33 +.00 ..-.00 802.31

bREMERTON 16 100 3.28 .00 3.28 216261.07 3.50 725.94

bAINBRIUGE 18 303 8.04 3.27 4.77 ....00 m..00 715.18

'1;'



Table 4-Continued

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILEAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE
COST PER
STUDENTBASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT

NORTH KITSAP 15 400 3.32 .00 3.32 92649.50 4.89 730.12CENTRAL KITS 16 401 .00 .00 .00 263534.47 10.80 716.44
SOUTH KITSAP
UAMMAN
EASTON._
THORP
ELLENSBURG
KITTITAS
CLE ELUM-ROS

16
19
19
19
19
19
19

402
7

28
400
401
403
404

.00
1.71
2.14
.66

5.62
4.5
4,61

.00

.45

.00

.00
2.69
4.69
1.16

.00
1.26
2.14
.66

2.94
-.17
3.51

290221.59
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00

7.79
'.00
-.00
-.00

724.38
1515.02
1119.85
849.71
760.57
858.22
713.73WISHRAM

bICKLETON
20
20

94
203

25.74
.00

10.02
.00

15.72
.00

-.00
-2689.10 -.2.42

1110.84
1037.58CENTERVILLE. 20 215 1.96 .00 1.96 3419.19 5.87 840.77

TROUT LAKE 20 400 .00 .00 .00 ..1638.57 958.45
GLENWOOD 20 401 4.69 .00 4.69 -.00 -.00 967.54KLICKITAT 20 402 11.42 3.65 7.77 -.00 715.90
ROOSEVELT 2U 403 1.47 .00 1.47 -.00 -.00 2056.97(20LUENDALE 2U 404 2.53 .62 1.91 -.00 699.96
WHITE SALMON 20 405 .00 .00 .00 70083.19 8.30 775.68LYLE
NAPAVINE

20
21

406
14

12.39
.00

6.03
.6S

6.36
.68 -'706.80

-.00
-.29

992.32
683.45VADER 21 18 .00 .00 .00 5595.28 7.13 627.87EVALINE 21 36 1.18 .00 1.18 2231.38 9.79 565.87MOSSYROCK 21 206 2.98 .04 2.94 -.00 856.57MORION 21 214 .00 .00 .00 68496.11 13.43 835.19ADNA 21 226 23.71 16.72 6.99 -.00 -.00 1000.94WINLOCK 21 232 3.39 .73 2.66 -.00 671.51

DOISTFORT 21 234 3.67 .00 3.67 -.00 -.00 1014.80TOLEDO 21 237 1.17 .00 1.17 16734.95 3.55 713.99ONALASKA 21 300 3.12 .02 3.10 .00 -.00 785.47
PE EEL 21 301 .98 .00 .98 36479.56 12.31 998.93CHEHALIS 21 302 2.95 .32 2.62 -.600 -.00 810.77wH1TE PASS 21 303 .18 .00 .18 113456.25 15.80 825.53
CENTRALIA 21 401 5.87 1.51 4.35 .00 4,130 717.37EDWALL 22 5 3.34 1.44 1.90 -.00 -.00 1120.85SPRAGUE 22 8 5.04 1.17 3.88 -.00 989.91ALMIRA 22 17 .53 .00 .53 -.00 .-.00 1026.38
CRESTON 22 73 6.20 .34 5.86 .00 00 994.96ODESSA 22 105 .94 .00 .94 28618.96 6.53 864.42
wILIAJR 2e 200 4.45 .68 3.77 400 .=.00 833.08
HARRINGTON_ 22 204 3.11 .32 2.79 .00 .00 1030.55DAVENPORT 22 .207 2.16 .00 2.16 .00 .00 807.88RBARDAN 22 260 .00 .00 .00 11146.39 3.22 920031
SOUTHSIDE 23 42 .00 .00 .00 16682.92 18.35 569.49GRAPEVIEW 23 54 1.07 .00 1.07 3.560.08 5.85 1016.313
HARSTINE
SHELTON
MARY M KNIGH

23
23
23

302
309
311

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.on

.00

4505.82
116719.53
'760.92

27.61
5.83

4527.53
689.31
942.60KAMILCHE VAL 23 401 .00 .00 .00 8403.18 21.88 602.71PIONEER 23 402 .09 .00 .09 23894.38 20.83 753.64NORTH MASON 23 403 4.57 .63 3.94 -.00 727.16HOOD CANAL 23 404 .00 .00 .00 48492.59 18.48 771.90NESPELEM 24 14 16.89 .00 16.89 315.57 .19 951.24OMAK 24 19 .00 .00 .00 41507.98 3.73 733.22

WINTHROP 24 103 .00 .00 .00 112.45 754.32OKANOGAN 24 105 .55 .00 .55 34447.11 5.14 782.93UREWSTER 24 111 4.24 1.71 2.52 a.00 .00 798.32RIVERSIDE 24 118 .00 .00 .00 8697.06 14.79 753.13PATEROS 24 122 2.40 .00 2.40 .00 900.20COULEE DAM_ 24 401 14.29 4.31 9.98 .00 756.26TW1SP 24 403 .00 .00 .00 3303.27 1.09 658.59TONASKET 24 404 .00 .00 .00 47499.92 7.52 715.16
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ble 4-Continued

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILEAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE COST PER
STUDENT

BASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT

!OVILLE
:EAN BEACH
kYMOND
UT)H BEND
>SU-LE GRAY
ELLAPA VALE
MTH RIVER
PORT

JSICK
ELKIRK
TEILACOOM
UYALLUP
U PONT
ACOMA
NDERSON ISE
NIVERSITY P
UMNER
IEKINGER
RTING _.

LOVER PARK
'ENINSULA
'RANKLIN PIE
F.:THEL
:ATONVILLE
:ARUONAO0
NHITE RIVEk
=IFE
HAW
dALURON
6RCAS
LOPEZ
SAN JUAN
BURLINGTON E
SEURO WOOLLE
CONCRETE
ANACORTES
LA CONNER
EONWAY
MT VERNON
SKAMANIA
STEVENSON
MOUNT'PLEASA
MILL A
CARSON
EVERETT
LAKE STEVENS
MUKILTEO.
EDMONDS
ARLINGTON
MARYSVILLE
SULTAN
INDEX . - _
GOLU BAR
MONROE ..

CATHCART
SNOHOMISH
LAKEwOOD
(ARRINGTON_
GRANITE FALL
STANWOOD
SPOKANE

24
25
25
25
25
25
25
26
26
26
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
28
28
28
20
28
29
29
29
29
29
29
29
30
30
30
30
30
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
32

410
101
118
118
155
160
200
56
59
_70

1

3
7
10
24
83

320
343
344
400
401
402
403
404
406
416
417
10
21

137
144
149
100
101
102
103
311
317
320

2
3

29
31

301
2
4
6

45
lb
25
30
63
84

103
109
201
300
330
332
401
81

1.56
.74

2.70
1.40
.00

2.85
.00
1.15
.00

1.68
.00

8.72
.00

12.22
1.08
5.72
8.11
2.94
10.43
2.50
8.99
10.63
5.54
2.29
3.56
7.81
5.36
.00
,00

5.21
.45

2.26
4.67
2.49
1.61
4.86
.00
.00

8.63
.00
.62

10.86
.00

15.84
10.46
6.26
4.87

14.07
8.12
5.00
7.41
4.86
16.50
11.72

.26
4.74
5.09
.37

4.60
.00

9.30

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.07

.00

.42

.00

.00

.00
3.18
.00

3.08
.00
.00
.03
.00

1.00
.00

2.93
1.34
.00
.00
.49
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1.10
.00
.00

5.06
.00
.00

8.03
.00

14.13
.88
.00

1.76
.00

3.74
.00

2.20
3.07
9.53
6.94
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

1.56
.74

2.70
1.40
.00

2.79
.00
.73
.00

1.68
.00

5.54
.00

9.14
1.08
5.72
8.08
2.94
9.43
2.50
6.07
9.29
5.54
2.29
_3.06
7.81
5.36
.00

. .00
5.21
.45

2.26
4.67
2.49

1:7t
.00
.00

3.57
.00
.62

2.83
.00

9.;8
6.26
3.11
14.97
4.38
5.00
5.21
1.80
6.96
4.78
.26

4.74
5.09
.37

4.60
.00
930

86848.48
85293.65
15689.12
21866.53
57833.63

.00
...11413.29

4,00
3494.12
00

79244.75

80849.34
+.00

2656.34
25934.78

+.00
10176.90

+.00
538712.63

+.00
+.00

171442.13
18298.11

+.00
2833.09
16035.30
4512.40
1965.14

+.00
17977.70
10895.27
13716.62
106776.13
27051.04

22175.20
35329.71

-.00
11116.36
54720.63

-.00
,11524.33

-.00
+.00

27194.33
+.00

918623.25
-.00

58830.81
+.00
+.00
+.00
+.00

24587.17
5891.16
1109.36
16211.89

+.00
85622.56
31825.25

12.62
10.68
2.46
4.92
12.11
+.00

+11.60
+.00

+1.28
+.00
17.73
+.00
7,76
+.00
11.94
1.15
+.00
4.96
+.00
4.41
+.00
+.00
5.85
2.48
+.00
.15

1.14
22.82
34.53
+.00
18.81
4.44
.81

5.05
6.62
+.00
7.25

-15.66
+.00
10.14
5.24
+.00
10.43
+.00
+.00
1.81
+.00
4.84
+.00
1.23
+.00
+.00
+.00
+.00
12.24

.22

.37
4.06
+.00
7.79
.12

791.07
769.74
642.79
681.71
1018.94
778.41
1059.69
757.50
795.51
780.55
753.95
685.29
831.89
908.05
900.21
61241:
694.63
692.53
612.66
689.86
769.29
689.29
711.75
763.29
703.35
1206.61
683.32
8693.30
2552.06
909.64
1181.78
817.31
600.91
720.72
842.37
759.69
759.43
746.09
747.65
1633.29
1257.22
1322.49
1557.30
893.10
786.94
663.87
739.86

.730.06
717.98
663.99
672.34
931.12
699.58
729.82
600.53
654.06
651.31
668.47
631.39
800.10
754.29

.0087

9.7



Table 4-Continued

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILEAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE
COST PER
STUDENTBASE WHAT IF CEANGE DOLLARS PERCENT -

ORCHARD PRAI 32 123 .00 .00 .00 5193.44 21.36 536.50
GREAT NORTHE 32 312 7.12 5.21 1.90 -.00 .00 1611.87
NINE MILE FA 32 325 5.00 1.88 3.12 .00 ...00 709.25
MEDICAL LAKE 32 326 .00 .00 .00 117485.03 7.02 868.11
MEAD 32 354 7.46 3.96 3.50 ..00 ..00 660.75
CENTRAL VALL 32 356 9.98 5.93 4.04 .41,00 ...00 643.87
FREEMAN 32 356 5.97 344 2.53 .000 ...00 060.79
CHENEY 32 360 .00 o00 .00 150449.53 8.45 766.47
LAST VALLEY . 32 361 3.51 1.44 2.07 .4,0) ,,,00 688.47
LIBERTY 32 362 2.34 .60 1.74 .00 000 897.29
WEST VALLEY 32 363 6.14 3.33 2.82 "".00 ..00 684.02
DEER PARK 32 414 .00 .00 .00 48133.65 6.30 765.84
RIVERSIDE 32 416 2.82 .00 2.82 22014.88 4.16 665.60
MILL CREEK 33 18 2.17 .00 2.17 1506.12 9.11 901.11
BLUE CREEK__ 33 27. .00 .00 .00 1325.91 15.78 582.33
ONION CREEK 33 30 .59 .00 .59 1193.33 13.89 1011.00
CHEWELAH . .... 33 36 .90 .00 .90 20659.66 4.41 695.79
WELLPINIT 33 49 .00 .00 .00 9912.04 .7.35 888.03
MARCUS 33 .50 6.63 .00 6.63 1355.20 2.30 704.05
VALLEY 33 70 2.19 .00 2.19 5034.71 6.48 010.79
COLVILLE 33 115 .00 .00 .00 86531.64 8.22 734.99
LOON LAKE 33 183 .00 .00 .00 6230.81 19.61 952.82
SUMMIT VALLE 33 202 .00 .00 .00 5592.72 30.16 731.40
EVERGREEN._ 33 205 .00 .00 .00 3935.33 26.76 799.02
COLUMBIA 33 206 .00

-

.00 .00 0915.04 ..51 921.86
MARY WALKER 33 207 .00 .00 .00 3742.85 "1.66 874.16
NORTHPORT 33 211 .00 .00 .00 .3942.82 2.02 742.05
KETTLE FALLS 33 212 .00 .00 .00 3850.74 .86 730.84
YELM 34 2 1.82 .00 1.82 70348.65 8.43 733.94
NORTH THURST_ 34 3 1.91 1.91 246221.44 7.17 641.89
TUMWATER 34 33 .00

..00
.00 .00 248795.63 17.20 714.88

OLYMPIA 34 111 5.32 .53 4.79 ..00 .....00 009.47
RAINIER 34 307 7.77 .00 7.77 .000 ..00 890.09
GRIFFIN 34 324 .00 .00 .00 36048.02 21.06 736.08
LITTLEROCK 34 332 4.56 .00 4.56 25047.40 14.68 741.78
ROCHESTER 34 401 .00 .00 .00 59007.99 9.73 804059
TENINO 34 4oa 1.55 .00 1.55 34783.36 6.78 707.99
WAHKIAKUM 35 200 2.67 .00 2.67 3463.68 .75 708.36
UIX1E 36 101 2.03 .77 1.26 '000 a.00 1124.34
WALLA WALLA 36 140 6.48 5.12 1.36 .00 ...00 751.43
COLLEGE PLAC 36 250 2.67 .00 2.67 17632.96 3.69 746.98
TOUCHET 36 300 .42 .00 .42 ..P.00 ..00 893.91
COLUMbIA 36 400 4.60 3.18 1.42 .0,00 .00 986.37
WAIT58DRG 3(0 401 3.18 .47 2.71 .....00 ..00 958.59

.

PRESCOTT 36 402 1.20 .00 1.20 39044.72 12.62 1501.42
NEWHALEM 37 100 .00 .00 .00 3824.67 .5.06 1051.97
DIABLO 37 105 3.16 .00 3.16 "..00 ..00 1273.58
bELLINGHAM 37 501 .68 .00 .68 392011.26 6.98 7114.26
FERNDALE 37 502 .89 .00 .89 235904.34 14.20 772.60
BLAINE 37 503 5.61 .00 5.61 6520.04 .92 716.89
LYNUEN 37 504 3.26 .00 3.26 44236.71 5.07 705.15
MERIDIAN 37 505 .38 .00 .38 7.84 637.26
NOOKSACK VAL 37 506 5.71 .53 5.19

.46505.68
'=.00 ....00 687.86

MOUNT BAKER 37 507 2.07 .00 2.07 47205.25 5.25 796.69
FiARMINGT0N 3d 180 9.01 7.34 1.68 .00 400 2077.81
HOOPER 36 226 2.66 .60 2.06 ...00 ...00 1389.89
OAKESDALE 36 244 5.54 .00 5.54 ....00 .s-000 1017.74
LA CROSSE 36 260 6.32 1.48 4.83 ....00 ...00 1060.45
LAMONT 38 264 .00 .00 .00 24662.25 30.33 2037.77
TEKOA 36 265 4.43 .00 443 .00 ...00 828.78
PULLMAN 36 267 10.49 5.32 5.17 '4,00 ...00 760059
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SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILLAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE
COST PER
STUDENTBASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT

COLFAX 38 300 4.29 .00 4.29 5562.88 .74 767.49

PALOUSE 36 6.44 .31 6.13 .00 ...00 732.80

GARFIELD 36
.301
302 8.39 2.73 5.65 ..00 .00 984.43

STEPTOE 38 304 4.75 1.59 3.15 ..00 .00 956.75

COLTON 38 306 7.96 2.02 5.94 ....00 .00 1095.10

ENDICOTT 38 308 7.45 2.25 5.19 ..00 .00 1329.35

HAY 36. 310 1.82 .00 1.82 907.93 1.97 3040.87

ROSALIA 36 320 3.59 .00 3.59 .00 .....00 972.73

ST JOHN 36 322 3.26 .00 3.26 31793.67 8.96 1050.89

UNION GAP 39 2 3.51 .00 3.51 12541.35 4.42 641.13

NACHES VALLE 39 3 .17 .00 .17 74469.61 9.01 703.06

YAKIMA 39 7 4.54 .00 4.54 1445735.80 17.07 790.88

DOROTHY 39 24 6.19 4.47 1.72 ....00 .....00 1862.51

MOXEE 39 90 1.25 .00 1.25 _113061.60 12.43 669001

SELAH 39 119 5.03 .51 4.51 .00 .00 676.88

MAUTON 39 120 7.51 .00 7.51 ..00 m.000 733.63

GRANDVIEW 39 200 .10 .00 .10 114623.86 7.25 799.08

SUNNYSIDE 39 201 .82 .00 .82 167607.91 6.96 700.20

TOPPENISH 39 202 2.06 .00 2.06 178695.13 9.58 732.64

HIGHLAND _. 39 203 5.07 .88 4.19 .....00 ...00 697.62

GRANGER 39 204 .00 .00 .00 78784.13 9.95 773.11

ZILLAH 39 205 1.00 .00 1.00 24669.05 6.31 678.63

WAPATO 39 207 5.00 .00 5.00 97156.38 4.12 872.19

WEST VALLEY 39 208 4.63 .00 4.63 51069.52 2.78 675.77

MOUNT ADAMS 39 209 .00 .00 .00 60781.38 6.82 946.46

AVERAGE 6.92 1.13 5.79

PEkCENT REDUCTION IN SPECIAL LEVIES
83.65

NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS THAT HAVE A SPECIAL LEVY BUT RECEIVED NO INCREASE IN FUNDS 0



Appendix B

COMPUTER OUTPUT OF SUMMARY TABLES OF A RECOMMENDED CASE

(Defining Guarantee Via Student-Teacher Ratio)

CASE 41 (CASE 32 PLUS REVISED SMALL
SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGHTING FACTOR)

'IN 1



Table 1

SUMMATION OF ALL STATE DISTRICTS

BASE CASE WHAT IF CASE

TOTAL BASE .ENROLLMENT 771759.06 771759.06

wEIGHTED ENROLLMENT 996029.1 782951.9

LOCAL PROPERTY TAx 67446026. 67446u2.6.

STATE APPORTIONMENT_ACcOUN1 3U10 255248380. 328322600..

STATE ASSESSED vALuE EQUALIZATION ACCT. 3011 O.

REVISEo REmoTE AM) NECESSANT ACCT. 1869865.

LARGE.SCHoOL WEIGHTING FACToR ACCT. O.

STATE PROPERTY TAX ACCOUNT 307U 27787019. .27787019.

TRANSPORTATION-- ACCOUNT 31..20 30700630. 30700634.
STATE REIMBURSEMENT 22313397. 30700634.
LOCAL FUNDS

.
8387233. O.

DRIVERS EOuCATION ACCOUNT 3080 3949413. 3949413.
STATE REIMBURSEMENT 1727004. 1727004.
STUDENT FEEs 899982. 899982.
LOCAL FUNDS 1322428. 1322428.
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Table 3

REQUIRED SPECIAL LEVY-BASED ON 50 PERCENT OF ASSESSED VALUE

CASE 32 PLUS REVISED SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICT WEIGHTING FACTOR
STUDENT-TEACHER RATIO: 30.67

THE MILLAGE IS BASED ON THE ASSESSED VALUE

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILEAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE

COST PER
STUDENT

BASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT

WASHTUCNA 1 109 3.26 2.44 .82 -.00 ..-.00 943.44

bENGE 1 122 1.69 1.51 .17 .00 .00 1964.86

UTHELLO 1 147 4.38 .00 4.38 270)8.97 1.78 741.21

4XYD 158 4.13 1.86 2.27 ...00 +.00 1057.65
_

RIT4ViELE
_X

1 160 4.52 2.85 1.68 ...00 -..00 940.17

CLARKSTUN 2 25U 2.03 .00 2.03 76453.97 3.98 844.56

ANAIUNE 2 310 .00 .00 .00 .6105.66 +6.38 1295.91

ASUTIN 2 400 4.60 6.07 .-1.47 ...00 -.00 832.19

KENNEWICK 3 17 3.09 .00 3.09 279647.69 5.78 688.09

PA1ERS0.01 3 50 .1.22 .38 .83 '`.00 ...00 2214.14
---

KIONA BENTON 3 52 .00 .00 .00 20761.92 6.30 697.38

FINLtY 3 53 7.35 3.28 4.0$ ^.00 -.00 796.58

PROSSER 4 110 .17 .00 .17 189404.36 14.57 750.98

RICHEANU 3 400 8.50 .00 8.50 343439.32 5.96 790.12

rONITOR 4 9 3.49 .66 2.4 ..00 +.00 638.65

I.:ANSON A 10.37 7.36 3.01 +.00 ..00 790.15

STEHLKIN 4
_19
69 .70 .00 .70 ..00 +.00 1274.61

;-'41EAGA 4 115 .on .00 .00 4558.83 18.45 516.67

CASHMERE 4 122 9.61 5.31 4.29 -...00 -.00

LNTIAT 4 127 10.41 3.91 6.50 .00 .00 809.05

LEAVENWORTH 4 120 .00 .00 .00 +1250.11 -.27 672.85

CHELAN . _ . 4 129 4.37 .35 .4.02 .. _ ...00 +.00 695.92

PESHASTIN.OR 4 200 5.68 2.85 2.81 ..00 +.00 679.74

wENATCHEE 4 240 5.86 1.54 4.32 -.00 -.00 691.09

PORT ANGELES 5 21 .05 .00 .05 57E4,62.31 18.99 720.98

CRESCENT 5 313 ;00 .69 ...69 +21652.06 +12.20 728.45

FAIAVIEW 5 321 .00 .00 .00 17773.00 29.46 1021.55

5EOUI1 424 .00 .00 .00 05508.63 7.74 732.27

CAPE FLATTER
_5

5 401 .00 .00 .00 38113.45 45.89 990.07
GUILLAYUTE V 5 402 .00 .00 .00 132513.73 14.03 899.97

VANCUUVER 0 37 7.29 1.19 6.10 '-.00 .00 749.67

HOCKINSON. 6 90 2.98 .00 2.96 20974.68 9.80 677.05

LACLNTER 6 101 1.59 .00 1.59 ..00 -...00 693.19

GRELN MOUNTA 6 103 .00 .00 .00 +1115.67 ...3.10 684.31

TACULT 6 104 .64 .88 ...25 ...00 ....00 579.03

WASHVUGAL b 112 .00 .00 .00 125420.89 9.22 848.08

EVEA0R.EEN. 0 114 1.02 .00 1.02 142186.34 5.07 641.91

EAKA5 6 117- 3.2/
_

.43 2.77 ...00 -.00 726.45

BATTLE GROUN 6 119 .00 .00 .00 155671.35 6.49 689.33

AIDGEFILED b 122 .00 .00 .00 1.5781.20 1.01 648.61

DAYTON 7 4 2.85 .62 2.23 .00 .00 750.93

STAAdUCK' 7 35 .96 .00 .96 .00 .00 1525.71

ROSE VALLEY. b 82 .00 .00 .00 5051.83 4.33 572.97

EARALELS d 118 -.00
_

.00 .00
. 4415.65 603.48

LONGVIEW 0 122 2.82 .86 1.96 ...00 +.00 692.65

TOUTLE LAKE b 130 8.06 6.39 1.68 .00 .00 1007.85

CASTLE ROCK b 401 1.21 .00 1.21 42695.34 4.89 617.75

KALAMA 8 404 .00 .00 .00 13032.73 2.72 660.38

KELSO
AcouLANU

b
b

404
404

1.72
.58

.00

.00
1.72
.58

194364.94
442176.85

._
6.41

-6.20
646.05
711.26

(JRNUO 9 13 1.29 .00 1.29 5247.50 10.44 769.80

UR1GGEPURT 9 75 6.17 3.27 2.90 ...00 +.00 790.77

PALISADE% 9 102 .00 .68 +.68 '8153.39 +25.65 1371.78

EASTMONT 9 200 6.12 .00 6.12 13005.08 .65 616.45

YANSFIELIL 9 207 5,54 2.14 3.40 ...00 +.00 1094.49

*ATLRVILLE 9 209 .71 .00 .71 +.00 +.UU 720.74

KELLER 10 3 .00 .73 +.73 +9262.35 +20.30 1060.05
_

CURLLW 10 50 .00 .00 .00 +200/8.08 ..19.17 778.18

HA2LEKERE 10 60 .00 .00 .00 +4043.37 +21.70 1961.27

ORIENT 10 65 .00 .00 .00 5087.14 -8.31 798.40

INCHELIUM A9 70 .66 .00 06 +.00 +.00 863.40

REP6bL1C 14 309 1.25 .00 1.25 2409.98 .87 665.79

PASCO 11 1 6.06 .00 6.06 80248.59 2.12 774.04

NORTH FRANKE II 51 .00 .00 .00 64782.45 4.86 1004.67

STAN 11 54 5.20 4.34 .88 +.00 +.00 4830.75

KAHEOTU5 11 56 6.99 4.91 2.08 +.00 +.00 1557.39

POMEROY 12 110 .75 .00 75 44.'03.56 7.40 791.18

GRANU COULEE 13 55 3.37 2.20 1.17 .-.00 ..00 789.53

wAHLLKE 13 73 .00 .00 .00 426.87 .67 767.16

NARILINE i3 128 2.54 .12 2.42 -...00 ..00 983.82

4011NCY 14 144 5.26 2.93 2.33 -...00 -.00 739.37
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Table 3-Continued

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.

NO.

.ARUEN 13 14c
LOULEE CITY 13 150
SOAP LAKE 13 150
0YA6 13 160
NOSES LAKE 13 161EPHRATA13 165
*I1.9c11 CREEK 13 167
ABOWEEN 14 5
HOQuIAM 14 28
NORTH BEACH 14 64
AC CLEARY 14 65
NoNTESANO 14 60
ELMA 14 66
TAHCLAH 14 77
QUINAuLT lu 97
COSMOPOLIS 14 99
SAT5OP . 14 104
wISHKAH vALL 14 117
()COSTA 14 172
OAKVILLE 14 400
OAK HAROOR 15 201
COUREVILLE 15 204
5OUTh WHIDBE. 15 200
CLE.i.kwATER le 20
0RINN0N 16 46
6UILCENE 16 48
CHIMACUR 16 49
PORT TaiuNSEN 20 50
SEATTLE 17 I
eLACK DIAMON 17 190
LESTER 17 195
I-LUERAL .,,AY 17 210
LNUNCLA*. i7 216
..ERCER ISLAN 17 400
HIGHLINL 17 401
VASHuN ISLAN 17 402
RENION 17 403
SKYKOMISH 17 404
0ELLEVUE. 17 405
SOUTH CENTRA 17 406
LO'oEk 51.10QUA 17 407
AUBURN 17 408
TAHOr.A 17 409
SNO6uALMIE V 17 410
ISSAQUAH 17 411
SHOKELINE 17 412
LAKE MASHING 17. 414
KENT 17 415"URTH5HOKE

I/ 417
uktAERTON. Ab
DAIN6RIOGE ib

.100
303

i.ORTH KITSAP ib 404
CENTRAL KITS Id 401
SOUTH KITSAP 10 402
DAW4AN 19 7
EASTON 19 28
THOM. 19 40U
ELLE.,SBURG 19 401
K1TTITAS 19 403
CLE ELL00.ROS 19 404
voISHRAM 20 94
b1CKLET0i4 20 203
CENTERVILLE 20 215
TRUUT LAKE 2u 400
4LENA0OU 20 401
KLILKITAT 20 402
kOOSEVELT 20 403
OOLLENDALE 24 404
%HITE SALMON 20 405
LYLE 20 40o
NAPAvINE 21 14

SPECIAL LEVY MILLAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE

BASE MTAT IF CHAHGE DOLLARS PEkCENT
COST PEk
STUDENT

...00 -.00
T:1%)

6.36 913.82
1063.09.00 -.00 -.00

-.00 -.00 731.795.69 3.03
1.28

-.00 -.00 840.71
27499.75

9.32
3,84

6.91
. 00

2.66

I.::
117480.81

..72
t:(1.79:.00 .00 .00 7.37

.48 3.19 -.00 -.00 1212.21
720.00.85 -.00 -.00

7.66

1::::

3.67
11.04
1.88 .00 "1".113: 146z90.69 668.73
.75 .00 .75 707U6.90 868.19
.00 .00 .00 1647.54
.00 .00 .00 59455.13

10646.39 1::::
:!::n

.00 652.73
3.40t . 00 3.400' 7145.15 1141.57

767.91
.00 3.09

iiiii

3.69
1.30 .00 1.30

-2111112
.00 .00 .00 ::::::
.00 .00 .00

4%59.21
921.31

.00 .00 .00 8.79 773.20

.00 .00 .00 -3.07 842.31

.00 .00 .00
4.02

-8792.99
437902.07 15.25 765.22

-.00 -.00 850.656.95
.70

2:n
.70 5.5540.34 9.412 671.91

.93 .94 -.01 -.00 -.00 1177.43
.1/3 ...00 .....00 890.85

940.68
3.15

1.56 ...00 -.0012.51 1g.g
1.68 .89 .79 -.00 -.00 743.01
2.91 .00 2.91 28075.17 911.19

.25 -.00
2.16
-.00 821.92

641.98
6.336.58

. 00 13134.04

2:74.76t

2.65
5.19 3.13

2.65
2,06 -.00 42.4a

11.09 .00 51.50.88 .56
5.78 716.125.93 .00

11.09
129_ 2.475.93

.00 -.0015.17
17.49

6.60
-.00 -.00

802.63
743.255.35

. 00

8.57

.849.12
12.34
9.12 10155.80 721.84

7.89 5.30 -.00 -.00 898.312.59

1:41;
3.53 -.00 -.00 1207.654.01

15.92 -.00 -.00:
1.59

11.73
-.00 -.00 g6:4399.84 8.25

3.94 -.00
40783.81

-.006.88 704.10
5.35

2.94
. 00 .73

7.89 .00
5.35

40195.91 ;ill:7.89
60409.92 719.27.00

.00 31196.00 ...ii 726.57
3.24
8.36

21.96 7.06
:...1:

14.90 -.00 -.00
tg:::-5115.33

1:17./A

-.00 -.00
17.67 -.00 -.00
11.15 .00

9.10
9.93

171402.63

::::::.(29i

854.44
821.91
768.34.00

11.15 2.44

715.18
3.28

1.63
9.55
-.00

756.05.00

3.28

8.023.32
. 00 .00

6.41

3.13)(!1

11=
721.71

.bo .00 .00 !=:::766 749.63
1.71 1.71 .00 -.00 -.00 1515.02
2.14 .80 -.00 .-.00 1119.85
.66 1.43 -.00 -.00

-.00 -.00
849.71

::t!
1.81
4.78

.1.37

!::: -.00 -.00
700.57
838.22
713.734.67 -.00 -.002.56 2.12

.00 -.00
103718

17.23

-:::::ii(21

25:70!)
. 00 820 ..2.42

794.12.89 -.00
-16.35

:::::

.001.11;
.00 4.01 ...00 -.00

ii151g9(1111.42 -.00 -.04
5.t:

5.77
-.00 ...00

2::::::
.42

1.47
.,.00 -.00 699.96

1.47
2.112.53

. 00 .00 .00 5.81
12.39

49075:2170
...00 992.32

.00
8.72
.00

3.66
.00 .-706.80 -.29 683.45
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Table 3-Continued

SCHOOL
ollsTRICT

CO.
NO. NO.

SPECIAL LEVY M/LLAGE

BASE WHAT IF CHANGE

VA1.,LR

LVALINE
mOSSYROCK
S.ORTON
ADNA
wINLOCK
80ISTFORT
TOLLLO
UNALASKA
PE ELL
CHEHALIS
oH1TL PASS
CENTRALIA
LOWALL
SPRAQUE
ALMIKA
CRESTON
ODESSA.
wILbuR
HARRINGTON
DAVENPORT
REARuAN
SOUTHSIDE
ORAPLVIEw
HARSTINL

.

SHELTON
mAkY M KNIGH
KAMILCRE VAL
PIoNEER
NORTH MASON
HOOO CANAL
NESPELEM
OMAK
w1NTHAO0
OKANOGAN
oftwsTER
RD/LI:SIDE
pATER05
COULEE DAM
1*15P
TONASKET
OROVILLE
OCEAN BEACH
RAYHOND
SOUTH bEND
NASELEE 6RAY
wILLAPA VALL
NORTH RIVER
NEWPORT
CuSICK
SELKIRK
5TEILACOOM
PUYALLUP
uU PONT
TACOMA
ANU ERSON 15L
UNIVERSITY P
SUMNER
UIENINGER
oRIIN6
CLOVER PARK
PENINSULA
FRANKLIN PIE
UETHLL
LAIONVILLE
CAR0ONAOCL
&HITE RIVER
FIFE
SHAa
wALUKON
URCAS

21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
21
24
2c
22
22
22
22
2e
22
22
22
23
23
23
23
26
23
23
23
23
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
25
25
25
2D
25
25
2o
2e
?*
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27
28
2d
26

18
36

206
214
226
232.
234
237
30u
301
302
303
401
5
8
17
73

10b.
200
204
207
260
42
54

302
309
311
40i
402
403
404
14
19

LOS
105
111
118
122
401
403
404
410
101
116
118
155
160
200
56
59
70
1

3
7
10
24
83

320
343
.314%

400
401
402
403
404
406
416
417
10
21
137

.00
1.18
2.98
.00

23.71
3.39
3.67
1.17
3.12
.90
2.95
.18

5.H7
3.34
5.U4
.53

6.14
4.45
3.11
2.16
.00
.00

1.U7
.00
.00
.00
.00
.09

4.57
.00

16.89
.00
.00
.55

4:211i4;

2.40
14.29

.00

.00
1.56
.74

2.70
1.40
.00

2.85
.00
1.15
.00

.1.68
.00

6:01
12.22
1.06
5.72
8.11

1:::1
2.50
8.99
10.63
5.54
2.29

/::t
5.36
.00
.00

5.21

.00

.00
96
.00

20.A:

2.02
.00
.39
.00
.00
.00
.00

3.01
3.09
.00

3.99
.00

2.80
2.33

1.184
.00
.95
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.93
.00

9.70
.00
.11
.00

2:::
.00

9:::
.00
.00
.00
.91
.04
.00

1:::
.59
.00
..85

.00

.00

.00
4 7
.27
.00
.00
.00

8.6.

.00

.00

.00
1.41
.00
.00
.00
.00
.76

.00
1.14
2.01
.00

3.63
3.31
1.66
1.17
2.73
.90

2.95
.18

5.87
.34
1.95
.53

2.21
.94

1.65
.78
.72
-.39
.00
.12
.00
.00
.00
.00
.09

3:0:

7:(1):

-..11
.55

2.15

2:4:
4.33
-.49
.00
1.56
.74

1.79
1.35
.00

1.26
.00
.55
.00
.83
.00

8.72
.00

11.76
.82

5.72
8.11
2.94
1.59

8.99
10.5603

!!!1411

2.15

5.36
.00

4:::

- 103 -
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TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE COST PER

DOLLARS PERCENT STUDENT

4-1.00 579.89
547.83-o29.06

1434.09 6.29
-.00 -.00

/::::753.89

19270867.440.3

-.00
.57 In::

bud 698.42;:32
-.UO
1.29

1014.80

-.00 -.00 785.47
-.00 -.00 889.40

44088.66
74170.02

2.52 831.16
786.53
731.7647u21.75 Atilt

-.00 -.00 1120.85
....00 -.00
-.00

807'0:1:

-.00

3...102

989.91
1026.38
994.96

-.00 ...00

823.80.

.00 .00
833.08

-.00 -.00
1030.55

-1.05
807.06

71:N.:73 :::::t14.76
-.00 -.00 960.16
-.00 -.00

8.541

3548.01
706.71173135.12

..-6e3.10 5.20
13.965.502.30
17.86

151:73:::

735.1520493.84
-.00 -.UU 727.16

19.5751343.34 778.98

-.00 -.00
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Table 3-Continued

SCHOOL
DISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.
NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILEAGE 'TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE

COST PER
STUDENTBASE WHAT IF CHANGE UOLLARS PERCENT

LOPE/. 28 144 _45 .19 _.27 -.00 -.00 194.71
SAN JUAN 28 149 2.26 .00 2.26 .00 .00 782.60

ZIORLIt0TON E 29 100 4.67 .00 4.67 121780.77 7.19 723.97
SEURC. A0oLLE 29 101 2.49 .00 2.49 192733.44 9.38 750.44
CONLRETE 29 102 1.61 .00 1.61 32482.63 7.78 851.51
ANACORTES 29 103 4.86 .96 3.90 -.00 -.00 759.69
LA CONNER 29 311 .00 .00 .00 14J11.67 4.6d 741.21
OONAAY 29 317 .00 .00 .00 45634.47 20.31 776.12
MT VERNON 29 320 8.63 2.06 6.57 -.00 ...UU 747.65
SKAMANIA 3U 2 .00 .00 .00 1967.03 1.79 1509.49
STEVENSON 3u 3 ..62 .00 .62 19593.27 1.88 1217.04
0144I PLLASA 3u 29 1.0.86 9.66 1.20 -.00 -.00 1322.49

MILL_A .50 al .00 .00 .u0 1131.33 1526.75
CARSON 30 301 15.84 15.84 .00 -.00 -.00 893.10
LVEkETT 31 2 10.46 .00 10.46 18603.38 1.75 800.68
LAKE STEVENS 31 4 6.26 .00 6.26 43392.45 2.89 670.90
MUKILTEa 31 6 4.87 .38 4.49 -.00 ....00 739.86
EDMONDS 31 15 14.97 2.66 12.31 -.00 -.00 696.34
ARLINGTON 31 16 8.12 1.48 6.64 -.00 -.U0 717.98
MARYSVILLE 31 25 5.00 .00 5.00 117348.50 3.91 681.59
SULTAN 31 30 7.41 1.28 6.13 -.00 .-.00 672.34
INULX 31 63 4.86 4.13 .73 -.00. -.UU 931.12
60Lo bAR 31 16.50 10.72 -5.78 -.00 -.bo 699.58
MONROE 31 103 11.72 9.02 2.70 ...00 -.00 729.82
k,A1HLAR1 31 109 .26 .00 .26 a9u3.10 1I.4u 596.04
SNOHOMISH 31 201 4.74 .00 4.74 165095.37 6.30 693.71
LAKLA000 31 306 5.09 .51 4.5R -.00 -.00 646.89
CARRINGTON 31 330 .37 ,00 .37 196.77.24 5.0U 674.53
GRANITE FALL 31 332 4.60 2.91 1.011 -.00 -.00 631.39
STANA0OU 31 401 .00 .00 .00 23165.08 2.11 757.94
SPOKANE 32 81 9.30 .01) 9.30 70451.00 .29 755.55
oRCHAR0 PRAI 32 124 .00 .00 .00 2152.37 8.85 481.21
GREAT NORTHE 32 312 7.12 7.19 -.OR -.00 -.00 1611.87
NINE MILE FA 325 5.00 ,00 5.00 440.30 .48 712.67
MELICAL LAKE 42 32b .00

_.
.00 .00 83451.08 4.98 651.56

:EAJ 32 354 7.46 .53 6.93 -.00 -.00 660.75
CENTRAL VALE 32 356 9.98 .00 9.9a 229777.57 4.28 671.45
rREErAN 32 356 5.97 2.31 3.66 -.00 -.00 860.79
CHENEY 32 360 .00 .00 .00 131892.75 7.40 759.02
EAST VALLEY. 32 361 3.51 .00 3.51 14739.64 695.75
LILIERTY 32 362 2.34 1.10 1.25 .00

.1.06
.00 897.29

AEST VALLEY 32 363 6.14 .00 6.14 95460.44 3.72 709.48
OEER PARK 32 414 .00 .00 .00 34175.39 4.47 752.67
RIVERSIDE 3;4 418 9.82 .00 2.82 209.95 .52 642.33
MILL CREEK 33 lb 2.17 .87 1.29 -.00 .00 825.85
LLUE..CREEK
UNION CREEK

.33
33

27
30

...00
.59

00
.59

.00

.00
916.37

.-.00
10.90
....00

557.82
887.73

CHEAELAH 33 36 .90 2.52 -1.62 .-.00 .-.00 68609
wELLPINIT 34 49 .00 .00 .00 -9912.04 ..7.45 888.83
MARCUS 33 SU 6.63 4.62 2.02 -.00 -.00 688.22
VALLEY 33 70 2.19 3.09 .-.89 ...00 -.00 761.43

COLVILLE 33 115 .00 .00 .00 7905.42 7.56 730.54
LOON LAM, 33 183 .00 .on .uo 444.90 .77 802.76
SUMMIT VALLE 33 202 .00 .00 .00 1629.85 8.79 611.31
EVERoRELN 33 205 .on .00 .on 3047.16 20.72 760.95

COLONA3IA ss 206 .00 .00 .on -915.04 -.51 921.86
MARY wALRER 34 207 .00 .00 .00 ..9375.50 -4.16 851.93.

NORTHPORT 3J 211 .00 .00 .00 ..18016.48 '.8.09 696.05
KETTLE FALLS 33 212 .00 .00 .00 ..11198.02 ..2.50 706.52
YELM 34 a 1.82 .00 1.82 47475.36 4.49 707.27
NoR1H_Tetun5T 34 . 4 1.91 .00 1.91 503025.06 14.68 686.84
TUV.iATER 34 33 .00 .0(1 .01) 314927.80 21.78 742.77
QL1MFIA 34 111 5.32 .00 5.32 343863.75 6.08 868.65
RAINILR 34 307 7.77 .45 7.32 -.00 -.00 890.09
ORIFFIN 34 324 .00 .00 .00 24371.59 14.24 694.61
LI11LEROCK 34 332 4.56 .00 4.56 29000.10 17.00 756.76
ROCHESTER 44 401 .00 00 .00 35088.18 3.89 776.39
TENINO 34 402 1.55 .00 1.55 9429.32 1.84 675.23
AAHKIAKUM 35 20U 2.o7 .00 2.67 2008.88 .44 706.13
o1X1E 3o 101 2.03 2.16 ..-.13 -..00 -.00 1124.34
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Table 3-Continued

SCHOOL
OISTRICT

CO.
NO.

S.D.

NO.

SPECIAL LEVY MILLAGE TOTAL FUNDS INCREASE

BASE WHAT IF CHANGE DOLLARS PERCENT
COST PER
STUDENT

*ALLA WALLA 40 140 6.48 2.82 3.86 +.00 +.00 751.43

COLLEGE PLAC 3u 250 2.67 1.39 1.29 +.00 +.00 720.39

TOUChEI 35 300. .42 .52 +.10 +.00 +.00 893.91

COLorUIA 3b 400 4.60 3.03 1.57 +.00 +.00 986.37

*A1158UR6 3u 401 3.18 1.54 1.65 -.00 +.00 958.59

PRESCOTT 3b 402 1.20 .44 .75 +.00 +.00 1333.16

NEWHALEM 37 100 .00 .00 .00 4891.73 6.47 1179.75

UIAuL0 37 105 3.16 .00 3.16 +.00 +.00 1273.50

8ELL1NGHAM 501 .68 .00 .68 964034.01. 47.13 771.10

FERNUALE
.3.7

37 502 .89 .00 .89 226u45.10 13.72 769.40

LLA1NE 37 503 5.61 .19 5.42 +.00 +.00 710.39

LYNULN 37 504 3.26 .00 3.26 50960.13 5.84 710.32

MERIDIAN 37 505 .38 .00 .38 33744.30 5.69 624.55

NOOKSACK VAL 37 506 5.71 .74 4.98 +.00 +.00 687.86

MOUNT BAKER 37 507 2.07 .00 2.07 52117.31 5.79 800.82

FARMINGTON. 36 180 9.01 9.01 .00 +.00 +.00 2077.81

HOOPER 36 226 2.66 1.98 ..68 +.00 +.00 1389.89

oAKESDALE 38 244 5.54 .00 5.54 +.00 +.00 1017.74

LA CROSSE -36 266 6.32 3.36 2.96 --;;..60 +.00 1060.45

LAMONT 30 264 .00 .00 .00 d003.24 10.58 1729.01

TEKOA 30 265 4.43 .90 3.54 +.00 ".00 828.78

frULLFAN 36 267 10.49 5.41 5.08 +.00 +.00 760.59

COLFAX 3ta 300 4.29 .70 3.60 +.00 +.00 761.84

PALOUSE 38 301 6.44 4.26 2.17 +.00 +.00 732.80

GARFIELD 46 -30k 8.59 5.14 3:24 +.00 +:00 984.45

STEPTOE 36 304 4.75 2.84 1.91 +.00 +.00 956.75

COLTON' 36 300 7.96 5.26 2.70 +.00 +.00 1095.10

ekancoTT 38 308 7.45 4.33 3.11 +.00 +.00 1329.35

HAY 30 310 1.82 1.50 .33 +.00 +.00 2982.03

HOSALIA 320 3.59 .43 3.16 +.00 +.00 972.73

ST JOHN
.38
36 322 3.26 .00 3.26 549.55 .15 965.97

UNION GAP 39 2 3.51 1.44 2.07 +.00 +.00 614.00

NACHES VALLE 39 3 .17 .00 .17 75669.27 9.11 703.76

YAKIF.A 39 7 4.54 .00 4.54 522099.51 6.17 717.27

DOROTHY 39 24 6.19 6.19 .00 +.00 +.00 1862.51

,.ioxi.E 39....
90 1.25 .00 1.25 40950.20 5.16 625.76

SELAH 39 119 5.03 .00 5.03 35363.16 2.52 693.96

i4A0TON 39 120 7.51 2.49 5.03 +.00 +.00 733.63

CRANDVIE* 39 200 .10 .00 .10 112999.63 7.15 798.36

SUNNYSIDE 39 201 1'12 .00 .82 272313.57 11.30 728.65

TOPPENISH 39 202 2.06 .00 2.06 268421.84 14.55 785.89

PUGHLAND 39 203 5.07 .00 5.07 7297.65 1..20 705.98

URA146ER :39 204 .00 .00 .00 59480.24 7.51 755.97

ZILLAH 39 205 1.00 .00 1.00 5302.87 1.37 647.12

*APATO 39 207 5.00 .00 5.00 173602.63 7.35 899.22

*EST VALLEY 39 20d 4.63 .00 4.63 43947.50 2.39 673.21

NOUNT ADAMS 39 209 .00 .00 .00 37622.82 4.25 923.62

-AvERA6E 6.92 1.15 5.78

PERCENT REDUCTION IN SPECIAL LEVIES
83.42

NUMBLR oF SCHCOL DISTRICTS THAT HAVE A SPECIAL LEVY KIT RECEIVED NO INCREASE IN FUNDS 5
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Appendix C

ADJUSTMENT VALUE PER PUPIL IN SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Less than 500)



Table 1

ADJUSTMENT VALUE PER PUPIL IN SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Sorted by Adjusted Value per Pupil)
Group 8

School District

Cathcart
Klickitat
Hockinson
Soap Lake
Bridgeport
Republic
Rose Valley
Winthrop
Littlerock
Napavine
Quilcene
Twisp
Cusick
Black Diamond
Lyle
Entiat
Carson
Rainier
Lakewood
Manson
Adna
Selkirk
Yacolt
McCleary
Crescent
Wishkah Valley
Asotin
Pateros
Oakville
Northport
Mary Walker
Freeman
Kittitas
LaConner
Quinault
Palouse
Conway
Union Gap
Coulee City
Dieringer
Tekoa
Waitsburg
Wilbur
Waterville
Griffin

County

Snohomish
Klickitat
Clark
Grant
Douglas
Ferry
Cowlitz
Okanogan
Thurston
Lewis
Jefferson
Okanogan
Pen Oreille
King
Klickitat
Chelan
Skamania
Thurston
Snohomish
Chelan
Lewis
Pend Oreille
Clark
Grays Harbor
Clallam
Grays Harbor
Asotin
Okarogan
Grays Harbor
Stevens
Stevens
Spokane
Kittitas
Skagit
Grays Harbor
Whitman
Skagit
Yakima
Grant
Pierce
Whitman
Walla Walla
Lincoln
Douglas
Thurston

Adjusted
Value

Total
Base
Enroll-
ment

Adjusted
Value
Per

Pupil

$1538717 375 $4098
1246267 293 4252
2623758 447 5876

2774387 455 6091

237701 5 384 6186

2824454 436 6480

1387665 213 6528

1798803 267 6737

1800339 264 6825

2495945 357 6987

1970878 275 7168
3278698 457 7181

2388060 328 7283

1844052 252 7318
2278888 308 7402

2360665 313 7543
2595606 332 7826
1890594 237 7967

3650202 457 7982

3417649 407 8404

2629320 310 8472

4335005 484 8959

1941555 210 9265

2732802 284 9607

2071825 213 9741

2220866 224 9912

2670962 268 9961

2920857 287 10166

3392940 329 10306

2882136 258 11166

2859744 253 11283

5551515 489 11343

4959051 434 11438

4943764 432 11452

4543795 379 11992

4448312 369 12041

4466541 350 12770

5944995 d62 12860

2780654 213 13062

4488455 311 14444

4536793 276 16425

6974675 432 16501

6980635 422 16532
5994678 356 16820

5000262 282 17759
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Table 1 Con tin uee

Adjusted

Total
Base
Enroll-

Adjusted
Value
Per

School District County Value Ment Pupil

Garfield Whitman $ 4679590 246 $ 19052
Washtucna Adams 4204480 218 19326
Davenport Lincoln 8577698 436 19654
Toutle Lake Cowlitz 9172838 457 20093
Reardan Lincoln 7961667 388 20502
Columbia Walla Walla 9907675 433 22905
Hood Canal Mason 9273151 403 23023
Sprague Lincoln 4814574 207 23308
Rosalia Whitman 7462091 300 24855
Touchet Walla Walla 5668230 219 25841
Oakesdale Whitman 6166916 232 26619
Colton Whitman 5920600 219 27062
LaCrosse Whitman 7703848 256 30146
Harrington Lincoln 7759606 231 33654
San Juan San Juan 10748290 314 34249
St John Whitman 12778748 368 34730
Lind Adams 13130749 348 37745
Cosmopolis Grays Harbor 14433826 315 45756
Pe Ell Lewis 15977043 333 47970
Prescott Walla Walla 12364307 236 52476



Table 2

ADJUSTMENT VALUE PER PUPIL IN SMALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Sorted by Adjusted Value per Pupil)
Group 9

School District County

Adjusted
Value

Total
Base
Enroll-
ment

Adjusted
Value
Per

Pupil

Newhalem Whatcom $ 1908 68 $ 28

Diablo Whatcom 127191 42 3061

Nespelem Okanogan 712512 171 4177

Wellpinit Stevens 658217 141 4683

Inchelium Ferry 1156058 199 5813

Wishram Klickitat 822738 124 6617

Southside Mason 1344491 189 7116

Trout Lake Klickitat 1197836 168 7135

Curlew Ferry 1189753 156 7621

Marcus Stevens 675153 86 7882

Gold Bar Snohomish 991419 118 8413

Columbia Stevens 1660221 194 8578

Orchard Prairie Spokane 482746 55 8777

Carrolls Cowlitz 1336776 146 9177

Vader Lewis 1237022 134 9236

Kamilche Valley Mason 748766 78 9640

Riverside Okanogan 919547 90 10262

Evaline Lewis 472333 44 10684

Wahluke Grant 70983 64 11043

Monitor Chelan 1639274 140 11728

Satsop Grays Harbor C00508 67 11870

Glenwood Klickitat 1719250 140 12242

Mill A Skamania 963036 78 12293

Blue Creek Stevens 210576 17 12602

Orient Ferry 998278 79 12707

Summit Valley Stevens 421418 33 12770

Thorp Kittitas 2192999 168 13070

Nine Mile Fa Spokane 1336070 99 13436

Mary M Knight Mason 2391243 168 14251

Keller Ferry 497561 34 14782

Mill Creek Stevens 297949 20 14890

Mount Pleasant Skamania 351258 22 15723

Creston Lincoln 2889440 179 16152

Mansfield Douglas 2469473 143 17298

Fairview Clallam 1392113 76 18209

Green Mountain Clark 942465 51 18480

Evergreen Stevens 474021 23 20318

Orondo Douglas 1470138 72 20385

Malaga Chelan 1212226 57 21395

Wilson Creek Grant 2823981 131 21503

Valley Stevens 2275940 102 22313

Taholah Grays Harbor 2381279 106 22383

Centerville Klickitat 1731579 69 25092

Hartline Grant 2933590 115 25481

A-:Tn.a Lincoln 4289978 164 26229
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Table 2Continued

School District County
Adjusted
Value

Total
Base
Enroll-
ment

Adjusted
Value
Per

_fail__

Boistfort Lewis $3714072 140 $26615
Skykomish King 3350117 120 27816

Anatone Asotin 2173881 77 28357

Bickleton Klickitat 3002624 105 28720

Skamania Skamania 2266689 74 30672

Stehekin Chelan 163661 5 30706

Carbonado Pierce 2473309 78 31527

Brinnon Jefferson 1492178 44 33828

Orcas San Juan 6406525 180 35618

Steptoe Whitman 2230853 62 35849

Easton Kittitas 3877179 108 35857

North River Pacific 3073920 82 37441

Kahlotus Franklin 4002287 104 38321

Pioneer Mason 7294434 184 39654

Endicott Whitman 7678996 191 40135

Hazelmere Ferry 304031 7 40864

Great Northern Spokane 578566 12 48660

Index Snohomish 815386 17 49268

Dixie Walla Walla 2060981 41 50146

Anderson Island Pierce 1400251 28 50605

Clearwater Jefferson 3415294 6: 52454

Edwall Lincoln 3479677 64 54755

Lopez San Juan 5265774 96 54795

Loon Lake Stevens 2364420 40 59274

Palisades Douglas 1191470 17 69151

Hooper Whitman 1816586 26 70767

Farmington Whitman 1135809 15 76900

Roosevelt Klickitat 1292635 17 77034

Lamont Whitman 4034157 52 77565

Grapeview Mason 4880163 60 81649

Starbuck Columbia 3908603 44 87933

Onion Creek Stevens 888364 10 91773

Dorothy Yakima 1389847 12 115821

Daman Kittitas 1046698 8 125654

Paterson Benton 1806918 14 126005

Lester King 3093555 22 138538

Benge Adams 2061388 14 144862

Star Franklin 1344859 b 212458

Waldron San Juan 645412 3 215137

Hay Whitman 3396800 15 220143

Harstine Mason 2283822 5 496483

Shaw San Juan 1827943 3 684623

121 114



Appendix D

PER-PUP1L COSTS WITHIN EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP

(Sorted by Cost per Pupil)



PER-PUPIL COSTS WITHIN SIZE GROUPS
(Sorted by Cost per Pupil)

Size Group 1: 20,000-88,000
Cost per

School District County Cost Students Student

Edmonds Snohomish $18971710 27245 $696.34

Highline King 21867525 29422 743.25

Spokane Spokane 26712809 35456 753.40

Bellevue King 18207086 22733 800.91

Seattle King 723899E8 88074 821.92

Tacoma Pierce 32017347 35259 908.05

Size Group 2: 10,000-20,000

School District

Federal Way
Yakima
Vancouver
Everett
Shoreline
Lake Washington
Clover Park
Kent
Renton

Size Group 3: 5,000-10,000

Cost per
County Cost Students Student

King $ 9093524 13556 $670.81

Yakima 8471766 12540 675.59

Clark 11336603 15122 749.67

Snohomish 10689159 13583 786.94

King 13577113 16783 808.97

King 10407731 12777 814.55

Pierce 12204159 14320 852.26

King 9955017 11651 834.44

King 13376575 14891 898.31

School District County Cost Students

amtper
Student

North Thurston Thurston $3432402 5731 $598.92

Port Angeles Clallam 3033668 5007 605.93

South Kitsap Kitsap 3365434 5545 606.94

Central Valley Spokane 5362825 8329 643.87

Kennewick Benton 4838112 7437 650.51

Bellingham Whatcom 5628720 8550 658.34

Puyallup Pierce 6532526 9533 685.29

Moses Lake Grant 3797072 5513 688.75

Franklin Pierce Pierce 5556380 9061 689.23

Wenatchee Chelan 4026634 5827 691.09

Longview Cowlitz 5963412 8610 692.65

Bremerton Kitsap 6170367 8798 701.36

Aberdeen Grays Harbor 3762808 5226 720.00

Issaquah King 4688457 6496 721.76

Auburn King 5557902 7667 724.92

Richland Benton 5758223 7722 745.66

Walla Walla Walla Walla 4826754 6423 751.43

Pasco Franklin 4066422 5365 757.96

Mercer Island King 4199702 5232 802.63

Northshore King 7018703 8748 802.31

Olympia Thurston 5660124 6992 809.47

117
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PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

Size Group 4: 2,6r0-5,000
Cogt per

School District County Cost Students Student

University Place Pierce $2081098 3435 $605.94

Kelso Cowlitz 3032511 4995 607.13

r'vergreen Clark 2804621 4591 610.94

Eastmont Douglas 2001403 3268 612.44

Clarkston Asotin 1913644 3087 619.86

Hoquiam Grays Harbor 1908591 3073 621.12

Shelton Mason 1977851 3127 632.48

Central Kitsap Kitsap 2395251 3774 634.68

Oak Harbor Island 2753408 4324 636.72

Battle Ground Clark 2349495 3660 642.02

Snohomish Snohomish 2620082 4015 652.59

Sunnyside Yakima 2409332 3680 654.66

Marysville Snohomish 3000427 4574 655.94

West Valley Yakima 1835295 2791 657.47

Mead Spokane 2418663 3660 660.75

Toppenish Yakima 1844413 2759 668.59

Bethel Pierce 2931007 4359 672.42

Enumclaw King 2238915 3307 677.02

West Valley Spokane 2562619 3746 684.02

Sedro Woolley Skagit 2054740 2995 686.07

Sumner Pierce 2309120 3324 694.63

North Kitsap Kitsap 1898409 2727 696.07

Centralia Lewis 2345527 3270 717.37

Mukilteo Snohomish 2559042 3459 739.86

Mt. Vernon Skagit 2404944 3217 747.65

Pullman Whitman 2126891 2796 760.59

Ellensburg Kittitas 2309549 3037 760.57

Peninsula Pierce 2057674 2675 769.29

Wapato Yakima 23b"383 2816 837.69

Size Group 5: 1,600-2,600
Ctetper

School District County Cost Students Student

Tumwater Thurston $1415277 2371 $596.91

Cheney Spokane 1621953 2519 643.77

Lake Stevens Snohomish 1503467 2306 652.08

Prosser Benton 1300357 1984 655.47

Washougal Clark 1162271 1748 664.79

Medical Lake Spokane 1379087 2062 668.65

Fife Pierce 1410125 2087 675.64

Burlington Edison Skagit 1694791 2509 675.44

Selah Yakima 1401260 2070 676.88

Ferndale Whatcom 1661557 2456 676.54

East Valley Spokane 1393119 2024 688.47

Snoqualmie Valley King 1720426 2476 694.87

Tahoma King 1645968 2358 697.96

Vashon Island King 1212772 1694 715.85

Bainbridge Kitsap 1444353 2020 715.18
118
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PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

ize Group 5: 1,600-2,600-Continued Ccmt per

School District County Cost Students Student

Arlington Snohomish $1526466 2126 $717.98

Camas Clark 1703401 2345 726.45

Othello Adams 1520895 2088 728.28

Monroe Snohomish 1468964 2013 729.82

Quincy Grant 1307045 1768 739.37

Grandview Yakima 1 579846 2120 745.07

Anacortes Skagit 1844323 2428 759.69

Ephrata Grant 1430401 1882 760.03

South Central King 1878699 2357 796.99

Chehalis Lewis 1776733 2191 810.77

Size Group 6: 1,000-1,600

School District

du Pont
Montesano
Castle Rock
Meridian
Moxee
Ridgefield
Raymond
Deer Park
Stanwood
Colville
Naches Valley
Elma
Sequim
Omak
Woodland
White Salmon
Lynden
Yelm
Quillayute Valley
Nooksack Valley
Granger
Blaine
White Pass
Cashmere
Mount Baker
Mount Adams
North Franklin
Port Townsend
White River

County

Pierce
Grays Harbor
Cowlitz
Whatcom
Yakima
Clark
Pacific
Spokane
Snohomish
Stevens
Yakima
Grays Harbor
Clallam
Okanogan
Cowlitz
Klickitat
Whatcom
Thurston
Clallam
Whatcom
Yakima
Whatcom
Lewis
Chelan
Whatcom
Yakima
Franklin
Jefferson
Pierce

- 119 -

Cost

$ 714582
752872
872638
593166
909557
830923
637248
677535
946624
994689
826903
940962
812881
1049763
690372
7)1998
811948
834309
789001
740683
784916
712481
718055
750348
899715
773031

1093520
1336386
1742520

1,25

Students
Cost per
Student

1350 $529.19
1361 552.99
1482 588.94
1004 590.93
1529 595.05
1341 619.74
1016 627.35
1060 639.12
1481 639.08
1550 641.64
1282 644.97
1458 645.28
1245 652.72
1575 666.37
1031 669.76
1179 671.77
1299 671.10
1233 676.87
1154 683.84
1077 687.86
1126 697.02
1003 710.39
1007 712.89
1052 713.30
1189 756.97
1005 768.88
1312 833.62
1498 891.92
1446 1204.79



PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

Size Group 7: 500-1,000
Cost per

School District County Cost Students Student
Steilacoom Pierce $401648 698 $575.56
Orting Pierce 436106 712 612.66
South Whidbey Island 564614 920 613.71
Granite Falls Snohomish 43011 3 681 631.39
Zillah Yakima 391463 613 638.37
Riveride Spokane 543003 850 638.99
Kiona Eenton Benton 445541 696 640.14
Kalam Cowlitz 477822 746 640.47
Darrington Snohomish 399652 622 642.41
Tonasket Okanogan 611010 949 643.54
South Bend Pacific 444074 683 649.72
Costa Grays Harbor 496420 761 652.42
Leavenworth Chelan 458315 692 661.98
Tenino Thurston 513128 774 663.04
Rochester Thurston 549781 827 664.79
Chewelah Stevens 468287 703 666.39
Winlock Lewis 465345 693 671,51
Kettle Falls Stevens 416205 619 672.44
Sultan Snohomish 572837 852 672.34
Peshastin-Dryden Chelan 353009 519 679.74
Toledo Lewis P71436 684 689.52
Lacenter Clark 349367 504 693.19
Ocean Beach Pacific 611438 879 695.47
Chelan Chelan 653694 939 695.92
Highland Yakima 608859 873 697.62
Goljendale Klickitat 657423 939 699.96
Oroville Okanogan 663003 944 702.45
Wahkiakum Wahkiakum 460042 654 703.06
Lower Snoqualmie King 674660 958 704.10
Cle Elum-Roslyn Kittitas 629149 881 713.73
Morton Lewis 495390 691 717.26
College Place Walla Walla 477565 663 720.39
North Mason Mason 597724 822 727.16
Mabton Yakima 477843 651 733.63
Pomeroy Garfield 606754 824 736.66
Chimacum Jefferson 429257 578 743.01
Okanogan Okanogan 670217 900 744.65
Eatonville Pierce 737614 990 744.82
Dayton Columbia 704533 938 750.93
Coulee Dam Okanogan 557987 738 756.26
Newport Pend Oreille 516281 6:-, 757.50
North Beach Grays Harbor 532089 731 758,80
Colfax Whitman 753468 989 761.84
Willapa Valley Pacific 397767 511 778.41
Onalaska Lewls 433234 552 785.47
Grand Coulee Grant 478587 606 789.53
Concrete Skagit 417594 529 790.06
Finley Benton 410057 515 796.58
Brewster Okanogan 423205 530 798.32
Odessa Lincoln 438463 540 811.46
Naselle Grays River Pacific 428632 525 815.74
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PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

Size Group 7: 500-1,000-Continued Cost per

School District County Cost Students Student

Royal Grant $6193P6 737 $840171

Coupeville Island 495088 582 850.65

Mossyrock Lewis 470875 550 856.57

Cape Flattely Clallam 520920 597 872.40

Liberty Spokane 486546 542 897.29

Warden Grant 556112 609 913.82

Ritzville Adams 560284 596 940.17

Stevenson Skamania 1044352 874 1194.62

Size Group 8: 200-500 Costper

School District County Cost Students Student

Rose Valley Cowlitz $109635 213 $515.78

McCleary Grays Harbor 151110 284 531.23

Cathcart Snohomish 200874 275 535.04

Griffin Thurston 160172 282 568.87

Yacolt Clark 121342 210 579.03

Black Diamond King 148639 252 589.86

Union Gap Yakima 283838 462 614.00

Hockinson Clark 275334 447 616.64

Hood Canal Mason 2E3082 403 628.35

Conway Skagit 224849 350 642.83

Twisp Okanogan 294937 457 645.97

Littlerock Thurston 170626 264 646.83

Lakewood Snohomish 296729 457 648.89

Dieringer Pierce 205021 311 659.78

Republic Ferry 287729 436 660.08

Napavine Lewis 244142 357 683.45

Cosmopolis Grays Harbor 217796 315 690.43

Northport Stevens 179658 258 696.05

La Conner Skagit 301864 432 699.28

Klickitat Klickitat 209843 293 715.90

Waterville Douglas 256879 356 720.74

Crescent Clallam 154934 213 728.45

Soap Lake Grant 333325 455 731.79

Palouse Whitman 270725 369 732.80

Winthrop Okanogan 201395 267 754.32

Quinault Grays Harbor 290030 379 765.47

Cusick Pend Oreille 255671 328 779.72

Selkirk Pend Oreille 377677 484 780.55

San Juan San Juan 245602 314 782.60

Bridgeport Douglas 303875 384 790.77
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PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

Size Group 8: 200-500 Continued Cost per
School District County Cost Students Student

Manson Chelan $321338 407 $790.15
Davenport Lincoln 352582 436 807.88
Entiat Chelan 253201 313 ',09.05

Tekoa Whitman 228925 276 28.78

Asotin Asotin 223135 268 832.19
Wilbur Lincoln 351759 422 833.08
Kittitas Kittitas 262426 434 838.22
Oakville Grays Harbor 277315 329 842.31

Mary Walker Stevens 215923 253 851.93
Freeman Spokane 421306 489 860.79
Reardon Lincoln 342603 388 882.25
Pe Ell Lewis 296225 333 889.40
Rainier Thurston 211210 237 890.09
Toucmet Walla Walla 196079 219 893.91

Carson Skamania 296215 332 893.10

Patera,. Okanogan 258656 287 900.20
wishiAv valle-.; Grays Harbor 202620 224 904.35

Jefferson 258658 218 943.44

WaShtutr,j AdamS 205245 ?18 943.44

4A1!c:.:Jr: Walla Walla 405168 4?3 958.59

5t :0" Whit...Man 354880 368 964.48
Whitnan 292042 300 972.73

Gart.t-*: Whitman 241794 246 984.43

CoJr! .! walla Walla 426663 433 986.37

'Nora44(.. Lincoln 2A476 207 989.91

Lylv vlickitat 3)5517 308 992.32

Alnd Lewis 3140 310 1000.94

7oLit'e llie Cowlitz 4b0093 457 1007.85

0a4,esda'r whitman 235779 232 1017.74

-,irrir4ton Lincolri 237614 231 1030.55
,,n1 ACIAMS 167937 148 1057.65

La '...rosse WhitAiin 270998 256 1060.45

CoLile-e. Clt, rsrant 226310 213 1063.09

Colt_-
^trecott

wiiman
Walla walla

239586
314119

219
236

1095.10
1333.16
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PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

Size Group 9: 0-200 Students

Cost per
School District County Cost Students Student

Orchard Prairie Spokane $22739 55 $413.44
Satsop Grays Harbor 28031 67 415.65

Southside Mason 83542 189 442.14

Blue Creek Stevens 7581 17 t 68

Summit Valley Stevens 15660 33 4 ,3

Kamilche Valley Mason 37076 78 4 .35

Evaline Lewis 22786 44 515.40

Vader Lewis 71976 134 537.41

Carrolls Cowlitz 83262 146 571.58

Green Mountain Clark 31478 51 617.22

Evergreen Stevens 14473 23 620.36

Pioneer Mason 114738 184 623.74

Monitor Chelan 89270 140 638.65

Riverside Okanogan 58198 90 649.45

Wahluke Grant 42683 64 665.78
Marcus Stevens 58953 86 688.22

Orondo Douglas 50270 72 697.04

Gold Bar Snohomish 82438 118 699.58

Carbonado Pierce 55178 78 703.35

Nine Mile Fallc Spokane 70528 99 709.25

Fairview Clallam 54926 76 718.46

Valley Stevens 77666 102 761.43

Curlew Ferry 121481 156 778.18

Orient Ferry 61295 79 780.23

Trout Lake Klickitat 132168 168 787.28

Loon Lake Stevens 31690 40 794.43

Centerville Klickitat 54802 69 794.12

Anderson Island Pierce 22252 28 804.21

Mill Creek Stevens 16525 20 825.85

Thorp Kittitas 142572 168 849.71

Inchelium Ferry 171705 199 863.40

Onion Creek Stevens 8593 10 887.73

Wellpini. Stevens 124925 141 888.83

Brinnon Jefferson 39295 44 890.85

Mary M Kn.ght Mason 150657 168 897.89

Orcas San Juan 163617 180 909.64

Columbia Stevens 15410 17 931.12

Index Snohomish 15410 17 931.12

Nespe1em Okanogan 161066 171 949.39

Steptoe Whitman 59539 62 956.75

Grapeview Mason 57389 60 960.16

Glenwood Klickitat 135881 140 967.54

Taholah Grays Harbor 104567 106 982.86

Martline Grant 113267 115 983.82

Lopez San Juan 95592 96 994.71

Creston Lircoln 177988 179 994.96

Boistfort Lewis 141616 140 1014.80

Almira Lincoln 167874 164 1026.38

Newhalem whatcca 70265 68 1030.13



PER-PUPIL COSTS-CONTINUED

Size Group 9: 0-200 Students-Continued

School District County Cost Students
Ccatper
Student

Bickleton Klickitat $108479 105 $1037.58
North River Pacific 85589 82 1042.50
Harstine Mason 4917 5 1068.93
Keller Ferry 36355 34 1080.05
Mansfield Douglas 156250 143 1094.49
Wishram Klickitat 138111 124 1110.84
Easton Kittitas 121089 108 1119.85
Edwall Lincoln 71230 64 1120.85
Dixie Walla Walla 46210 41 1124.34
Skamania Skamania 86150 74 1165.76
Mill A Skamania 92151 78 1176.29
Clearwater Jefferson 76663 65 1177.43
Skykomish King 145450 120 1207.65
Wilson Creek Grant 159200 131 1212.21
Diablo Whatcom 52917 42 1273.58
Strehkin Chelan 6794 5 1274.61
Anatone Asotin 99344 77 1295.91
Mourt Pleasant Skamania 29545 22 1322.49
Endicott Whitman 254344 191 1329.35
Palisades Douglas 23636 17 1371.78
Hooper Whitman 35678 26 1389.89
Lamont Whitman 78061 52 1500.88
Damman Kittitas 12620 8 1515.02
Starbuck Columbia 67818 44 1525.71
Kahlotus Franklin 162653 104 1557.39
Great Northern Spokane 19165 12 1611.87
Dorothy Yakima 22350 12 1862.51
Hazelmere Gerry 14592 7 1961.27
Benge Adams 27960 14 1964.86
Roosevelt Klickitat 34516 17 2056.97
Farmington Whitman 30689 15 2077.81
Paterson Benton 31751 14 2214.14
Lester King 62764 22 2810.76
Shaw San Juan 7695 3 2882.20
Hay Whitman 46013 15 2982.03
Star Franklin 29313 6 4630.75



Appendix E

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS
(43 Cases)
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS

Case 1: Base

Dollars

(million)

Local Funds $ 94.9
Special Levies 81.9 (6.92 mills @ 50%)

State 332.4

Other (Federal) 72.0

Thug $ 581.2

Percentage

16.3
14.1
57.2
12.4

School District No. of

Group Size Distrids

No. of

Students

Special Levies Funds per Student

Mils

Dollars per

Student Total
Difference

from Average

20,000 6 238,189 7.7 $163.2 $ 798 $ 45

10,000 9 125,223 8.4 152.6 792 39

5,000 21 146,812 4.6 71.6 706 -47

2,600 29 100,540 3.5 48.7 674 -79

1,600 25 54,003 3.2 59.6 719 -34

1,000 29 36,346 1.3 22.2 727 -26

500 59 42,428 2.0 47.7 737 -26

200 65 21,332 2.8 85.3 812 59

0 87 6,886 2.0 99.8 969 216

330

Weightmiaverages 5.6 $ 106.2 $ 753



FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONSCONTINUED

Case 2: 1. Guarantee, $452.

State cost: $83.4 million.

Total special levies: $23.6 million (2.0 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 69.9%.

Group Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 2.6 $ 55.3

10,000 3.4 62.4

5,000 0.4 5.9

2,600 0.3 3.9

1,600 0.3 6.5

1,000 0.0 0.0
500 0.2 4.1

200 0.8 24.0

0 1.0 46.5

Weighted average 1.6 $ 30.6

Special levies:

Seattle: $5.52 million (1.91 mills).

Shoreline: $ 1.86 million (8.90 mills).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

"...'ase 3: The guarantee is redefined in terms of teacher-student and staff-student ratios.

1. Elementary ratio : 22.5,

2 . Secondary ratio 28.

3. Staff ratio 55.

4. Additional staff
for disadvantaged: 10.

5. Salary elementary: $8,114,

6. Salary secondary : $9,006.

7. Salary staff : $8,955.

0 State support:100%

9. 85% leeway factor is zero.

State cost: $89.27 million.

Total special levies: $18.91 million (1.6 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 70.6%.

Group Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 2.0 $42.1

10,000 2.7 49.6

5,000 0.6 9.6

2,600 0.2 3.1

1,600 0.3 4.8
1,000 0.0 0.4

500 0.1 1.4

200 0.5 15.7

0 0.8 39.7

Weighted average 1.3 $24.5

Special levies
Seattle: surplus $2.28 million.
Shoreline: $2.32 million (off $1.32).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONSCONTINUED

1. Guarantee,$364.

2. 85% leeway factor is zero.

State cost: $83.58 million.

Total special levies: $22.8 million (1.93 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 70.8%.

Group Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 2.3 $ 49.7

10,000 3.4 61.2

5,000 0.9 14.2

2,600 0.4 4.9

1,600 0.4 7.2

1,000 0.0 0.5

500 0.1 1.4

200 0.2 6.4

0 0.3 15.5

Weighted average 1.6 $29.5

Special levies

Seattle: $1.3 million surplus.

Shoreline: $2.56 million (12.29 mills @ 50%).



Case 5:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONSCONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.4.

2. Additional weighting of .1 of total base
enrollment if larger than 11,000.

3. Guarantee, $420.

State cost: $83.47 million.

Total special levies: $17.53 million (1.48 mills ® 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies. 77.1%.

Group Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000

10,000

5,000

2,600

1.4

2.6
0.7

0.5

$30.6

47.4

11.0

(1.7

1 ,600 0. 6 11 0

1,000 0. 0 0.7

500 0.3 7.3

200 1.1 32.5

0 1.2 57.8

Weighted average 1 . 2 $22.7

Special levies

Seattle: $3.26 million (1.13 mills).

Shoreline: $1.43 million (6_87 mills).



Case 6:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Additional secondary weighting, 0.4.

2. Additional vocational, -0.5.

3. Large school district weighting factor, .1.

4. 100% of approved transportation cost.

5. Gua.zuM:ee, $422.

State cost: $83.71 million.

Total special levies: $17.35 million (1.47 mills ® 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 77.1%

Group Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 1.4 $30.3
10,000 2.6 47.2
5,000 0.7 11.1
2,600 0.5 6.5

1,600 0.6 11.2

1,000 0.0 0.8

500 0.3 7.0
200 1.0 31.0

0 1.1 52.8

Weighted. average 1 . 2 $ 22.5

Special levies:

Seattle: $3.29 million (1.14 mills).

Shoreline: $1.42 million (6.81 mills).
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State cost 163 66 milbon

Total specsal lents SI6 89 nullson (1.43 nulls FM& sieneed)

Percent of mput dollars wttsch would reduce vectal levies: 77 7%

Special levies

Dollars per
Group Size Milis Student

20,000
10,000
c r.".., 0..

1.1

2.8
A CI
.., ...

$ 24.0

50.0
1

2,600 0.6 8.0

1,600 0.7 12.7

1,000 0.1 1.5

500 0.3 8.2

200 1.1 34.5

0 1.2 56.5

Weighted average 1.2 $21.9

Spacial levies:

Sunk: $1.99 million (0.69 mills).

Shoreline: $1.53 million (7.36 mills).
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Cate 9:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS CONTINUED

1. Additional secondary weighting, 0.4.

2. Additional vocational weighting, 0.5 .

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 1.0 .

4. large school district weighting factor, 0.1.
5. 100 percent of approved transportation.
6 . Guarantees $414 .

State cost: $83.72 million.

Total special levies: $16.56 million (1.40 milli 50% aseseed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce medal levies: 78.1%.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills

Maar: per
Student

20,000 1.1 $22.3

10,000 2.7 49.6

5,000 0.8 13.2

2,600 0.6 8.3

1,600 0.7 13.2

1,000 0.1 1.7

500 0.4 8.8

200 1.2 35.3

0 1.1 54.8

Weighted average 1.1 $ 21.5

Special levies:

Seattle: $1.82 million (0.63 mills).

Shoreline: $1.51 million (724 mills).



Case 1C.,:

R;SOING TORMULA VARIATIONS CONTINUED

1. Additional secondary weighting, 0.4.

2. Oisathantaged weivting factor, 1.66.

3. Larye school district weighting factor, 0.1.

4. 100 percent of approved transportation.

5. Guarantee. $404.

State cost: $83.19 million.

Total special levies: $16.72 million (1.41 mills @ 50% messed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 78.4%,

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 0.9 $18.6
10,000 2.9 52.1

5,000 1 .0 15.3
2,600 0.7 9.6

1 ,600 0.8 14.5
1 ,U00 0.1 2.2

500 0.4 9.8
200 1.2 38.2

0 1 .2 59.3

Weighted average 1.1 $21.7

Special levies:

Seattle: $1.02 million (0.35 mills).

Shoreline: $1.60 million (7.70 mills).



Case 11:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Set..ndary weignting factor, 0.4.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 1.66.

4. No staff weipting factor.

5. Large school district weighting factor.

6. 100 percent of approved transportation cost.

7. Guarantee: $451.

State cost: $83.46 million.

Total special levies: $16.33 million (1.38 mills ® 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 78.6%.

Special levies:

Group Size

Special Levies

Mi 1 1 s

Dollars per
Student

20,000 0.8 $ 17.3

10,000 2.8 50.3

5,000 1.0 15.8

2,600 0.8 10.5

1,600 0.8 15.6

1,000 0.2 2.9

500 0.5 10.8

200 1.2 35.5

0 1.1 52.8

Weighted average 1.1 $ 21.2

Seattle: $78000 (0.27 mills).

Shoreline: $1.53 million (7.32 mills).



Cas;?

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is 1.0.

4. Eliminate county ratio.

5. No staff weighting factor.

6. No remote weighting factor.

7. 100% of approved transportation cost.

8. Guarantee, $438.

Additional state cost:$-285,000 (almost no change).

Total state support: $332 million.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 -0.6 $-12.8
10,003 -0.3 - 5.4

5,000 0.6 8.9
2,000 0.6 8.6
I ,600 0.2 4.2

1,000 0.3 5.6

500 0.2 4.9

200 1.0 32.4

0 1.1 $ 51.4

Special levies:

Seattle: down $3.07 million (1.07 mills).

Shoreline: up $91,648 (-0.44 mills).



FUNDING FORMULA VAR1ATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 13: (Case 12 with guarantee equal $543)

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is one, 1.

4. Eliminate county ratio.

5. No staff weighting factor.

6. No remote weighting factor.

7. 100% of approved transportation cost.

8. Guammue,$543.

Additional state cost: $82.9 million

Total special levies: $21.1 million (1.44 mills ® 50% adjusted).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 73.4%.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills

Dollawsper

Student

20,000 1.9 $39.9

10,000 3.4 61.4

5,000 0.5 7.5

2,600 0.3 4.4

1,600 0.4 7.5

1,000 0 0.4

500 0.2 5.7

200 1.6 49.0

0 1.9 94.8

Weighted average 1.44 $27.3

Special levies:

Seattle: $2.07 million(0.72 mills).

Shoreline: $1.95 million(9.33 mills).
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Case 14:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is one, 1.

4. 100% of approved transportation.

5. No staff weighting factor.

6. No remote and necessary as weighting factor.

7. No county ratio.

8. 85% leeway factor, 100%.

9. State mills, 4 and 2.4.

10. Guarantee, $419.

Additional state cost: $13,000.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollawsper

Student

20,000 -0.8 $-16.2

10,000 -0.3 - 5.0

5,000 0.8 11.9

2,000 1.0 13.7

1,600 0.2 4.5

1,000 0.4 7.0

500 0.2 3.8

200 0.7 22.7

0 0.6 $ 25.8

Special levies:

Seattle: down $4.5 million (1.57 mills).

Shoreline: up $190,000 (-0.91 mills).



FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

;e 15: (Case 14 with guarantee at $524).

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is one, 1.

4. 100% of approved transportation.

5. No staff weighting factor.

6. No remote and necessary as weighting factor.

7. No county ratio.

8. 85% leeway factor, 100%.

9. State mills, 4 and 2.4.

10. Guarantee, $524.

Additional state cost: $83.1 million.

Total special levies: $19.8 million (1.36 mills @ 50% adjusted).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 74.7%.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills

Dollars per

Student

20,000 1.7 $36.5

10,000 3.3 60.0

5,000 0.5 8.3

2,600 0.3 4.7

1,600 0.3 6.0

1,000 0 0.8

500 0.2 4.2

200 1.4 41.7

0 1.5 75.5

Weighted average 1.36 $25.7

Special levies:

Seattle: $613,000 (0.21 mills),
Shoreline: $2,04 million (9.81 mills):
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Case 16:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 1.0.

4. 100% of approved transportation.

5. No staff weighting factor.

6. No remote weighting factor.

7. No county ratio.

8. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

9. State mills, 8 and 4.8.

10. Guarantee, $454.

Additional state cost: $83.27 million.

Total special levies: $22.13 million (1.51 mills @ 50% adjusted).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 71.8%.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollarsper

Student
20,000 2.1 $44.5

10,000 3.1 56.9

5,000 0.9 14.6

2,600 0.6 7.7

1,600 0.4 8.1

1,000 0.1 2.0

500 0.2 3.9

200 0.9 27.0

0 0.8 37.2

Weighted average 1.5 $ 28.7

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $4.0 million.

Shoreline: $2.46 million (11.8 mills).
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Case 17:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONSCONTINUED

1. State millage: 8 and 4.8.

2. 85% leeway factor, 100%.

3. Guarantee, $383.

Additional state cost: $83.02 million.

Total special levies: $20.55 million (1.41 mills @ 50% adjusted).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levie : 73.9%.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills

rkAlars per

Student

20,000 2.1 $ 44.3

10,000 3.3 59.3

5,000 0.6 9.6

2,600 0.3 4.0

1,600 0.3 6.0

1,000 0.0 0.7

500 0.1 2.0

200 0.4 11.4

0 0.3 13.0

Weighted average 1.41 $ 26.6

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $518,000.

Shoreline: $2.36 million (11.33 mills).



Case 18:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is one, 1.

4. 100% of approved transportation.

5. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

6. State mills are 8 and 4.8.

7 . Guarantee, $426.

Additional state cost: $83.07 million.

Total special levies: $20.77 (1.42 mills @ 50% adjusted).

Perc on:. lf input dollars which would reduce special levies: 73.6%.

School District
Size

S ecial Levies

Mills

Lkawsper
Student

20,000 1.9 $41.1

10,000 3.3 60.3

5,000 0.8 12.7

2,600 0.4 6.2

1,600 0.4 8.2

1,000 0.1 1.8

500 0.1 3.3

200 0.4 12.2

0 0.2 8.2

Weighted average 1.4 $ 26. 9

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $2.03 million.

Shoreline: $2.44 million (11.68 mills).



FUNDING FORMULA VAR1ATIONS-CONTINUED

Ca-e 19: What if the money for the staff weighting factor were distributed via the guarantee.

1. No staff weighting factor.
2. Guarantee, $404.

Additional state cost: $-401,000.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 0.1 $ 2.8
10,000 0.0 -1.1

5,000 0.1 1.2

2,600 0.0 0.3

1,600 0.0 0.2

1,000 -0.1 -0.6
500 -0.1 -1.7
200 -0.2 -4.7

0 0.0 -2.9

Weighted average 0.0 $ 0.7

Special levies:

Seattle: up $346,000 (-0.12 mills).

Shoreline: down $27,500 (0.13 mills).



Case 20:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. State millage: 10.0 and 6.0.

2. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

3. Guarantee, $356.

Additional state cost: $84.04 million.

Total special levies: $22.3 million (1.52 mills ® 50% adjusted).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 71.0%_

School District
Size

Special Levies

Mills
Dollars per

Student

20,000 2.3 $ 48.4

10,000 3.2 57.7

5,000 1.0 14.7

2,600 0.3 4.8

1,600 0.4 7.7

1,000 0.1 1.3

500 0.1 2.7

200 0.4 11.4

0 0.2 11.8

Weighted average 1. 5 $ 28.9

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $3.07 million.

Shoreline: $2.55 million (12.22 mills).



se

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

21: 1. Secondary weighting factor is 0.4.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is 1.66.

4. No staff weighting factor.

5. 100% of approved transportation.

6. Large school district weighting factor, 0.2.

7. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

8. Guarantee, $450.

Additional state cost: $83.56 million.

Total special levies: $16.09 million (1.10 mills @ 50% adjusted).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 78.8%.

School District
Size

Special Levies

Dollars per
Mills Student

20,000 0.3 $ 6.9

10,000 2.1 38.2

5,000 1.7 26.6

2,600 1.2 16.3

1,600 1.3 25.0

1,000 0.4 6.7

500 0.9 20.4

200 1.8 54.9

0 1.4 70.2

Weighted average 1.1 $20.8

Special levies:

Seattle: $82,700.

Shoreline: $999,000(4.79 mills).



Case 22:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIAT1ONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 0.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

5. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

6. Large school district weighting factor, 0.1.

7. No staff weighting factor.

8. No necessary and remote elementary and high

school weighting factor.

9. No county ratio.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0 and 2.4.

11. State guarantee, $508.

Additional state cost: $83.25 million.

Total special levies: $15.52 million (1.31 mills ® 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 79.78%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills (assessed)

Ek &ars per
Student

20 000 1.4 $ 24.5

10,000 2.5 37.1

5,000 1.2 14.7

2,600 0.5 6.1

1,600 0.6 9.1

1,000 0.1 1.7

500 0.3 5.5

200 1.8 43.6

0 2.0 79.2

Weighted average 1.3 $ 20.1

Spedalhndes:

Seattle: $895,500 (0.39 mills assessed).

Shoreline: $1,407,700 (8.48 mills assessed).
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Case 23:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 1.66.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

5. 100% of approved transportation cost.

6. Large school district weighting factor, 0,2.

7. No staff weighting factor.

8. State guarantee, $521.

Additional state cost: $83.03 million.

Total special levies: $17.79 million (1.22 mills @ 50% adjusted).

Percent of the input dollars which would reduce special levies: 77.26%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills (adjusted)

Dollars per
Student

20,000 0.3 $ 6.7

10,000 1.9 33.7

5,000 2.2 33.9

2,600 1.5 20.7

1,600 1.8 32.8

1,000 0.6 11.0

500 1.1 25.7

200 1.9 57.7

0 1.3 61.2

Weighted average 1 .2 $23.0

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $930,000.

Shoreline: $922,000 (4.42 mills).
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Case 24:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.3.

3. Disadvantage weighting factor, 1.66.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

100% of ALL transportation cost.

6. Large school district weighting factor, OA

7. No staff weighting factor.

8. No necessary and remote elementary and high

school weighting factor.

9. No county ratio.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $481.

Additional state cost: $82.68 million.

Total special levies: $17.11 million (1.45 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 78.4%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mi 1 s (assessed)
Dollars per

Student

20,000 1.0 $ 18.1

10,000 3.0 43.9

5,000 1.7 21.8

2,600 1.0 11.8

1,600 1.0 14.5

1,000 0.1 0.8

500 0.5 9.7

200 2.1 52.7

0 2.1 83.7

Weighted average 1.4 $ 22.2

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $2.06 million.

Shoreline: $1.64 million (9.88 mills).



Case ;25:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CJNTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.3.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 1.66.

4. 85% leeway factor is 125%.

5. 100% of ALL transportation.

6. Large school district weighting factor, 0.1.

7. No staff weighting factor.

8. No necessary and remote elementary and high

school weighting factors.

9. No county ratio.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $505.

Additional state cost: $82.31 million.

Total spctial levies: $17.27 million (1.46 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 78.56%.

Special Levies

Minimum School Dollars per
District Size Mills (assessed) Student

20,000 0.9 $14.7

10,000 3.1 45.2

5,000 1.8 22.0

2,600 1.1 11.9

1,600 1.2 17.3

1,000 0.2 2.6

500 0.7 13.8

200 2.7 66.1

0 2.5 95.6

Weighted average 1.5 $22.4

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $711,000.

Shoreline: $1.46 million (8.78 mills).
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Case 26:

FUI`TDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.1.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.5.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 1.0.

4. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

5. Large school dis'i.rict weighting factor, 0.15.

6. No staff weighting factor.

7. No necessary and remote elementary and high

school weighting factor.

8. No county ratio.

9. State property tax millage: 4.0/2.4.

10. State guarantee, $445.

Additional state cost: $83.50 million.

Total special levies: $15.33 million (1.30 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 79.77%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mi 1 s (assessed)
Dollars per

Student

20,000 0.9 $16.0

10,000 2.4 34.9

5,000 1.8 23.3

2,600 1.0 11.7

1,600 0.9 13.4

1,000 0.1 0.9

500 0.4 7.8

200 1.7 43.4

0 2.0 77.9

Weighted average 1.3 $19.9

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $2.53 million.

Shoreline: $1.49 million (8.99 mills).
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Case 27:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.1.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.5.

3. Disadvantage weighting factor, 1.0.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

5. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

6. Large school district weighting factor is 0.15.

7. No staff weighting factor.

8. No necessary and remote elementary and high

school weighting factor.

9. No county ratio.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $459.

Additional state cost: $83.49 million.

Total special levies: $15.15 million (1.28 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 79.99%.

Special Levies

Noximum School Do Hamper

District Size Mills (assessed) Student

20,000 0.8 $13.8

10,000 2.4 35.2

5,000 1.8 23.1

2,600 1.0 11.5

1,600 1.0 14.6

1,000 0.1 1.4

500 0.5 9.0

200 2.1 51.1

0 2.2 86.7

Weighted average 1.3 $ 19.6

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $1.74 million.

Shoreline: $1.37 million (8.25 mills).
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Case 28:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor, 100%.

5. Large school district weighting factor, 0.1.

6. 100% of ALL transportation.

7. No county ratio.

8. No staff weighting factor.

9. No necessary and remote high school

weighting factor.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $502.33.

Additional state cost: $83.86 million.

Total special levies: $15.13 million (1.28 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 80.13%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills (assessed) Dollars per Student Percent
ReductionBase What If Base What IT

20,000 9.5 1.2 $163.2 $20.2 87.6

10,000 10.4 2.6 152.6 38.5 74.8

5,000 5.7 1.3 71.6 16.3 77.2
2,600 4.3 0.7 48.7 7.3 84.9

1,600 4.0 0.7 59.6 10.3 82.8

1,000 1.6 0.1 22.2 1. 5 93.2

500 2.5 0.3 47.7 6. 1 87.1

200 3.4 1.8 85.3 45.8 46.3

0 2.6 2.0 99.8 76.9 23.0

Weighted average 6.92 1.28 $ 106. 2 $ 19. 6 81.5

Special levies:

Seattle: $107,900 (0.05 mills).

Shoreline: $1.46 million (8.78 mills).
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Case 29:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

5. Large school district weighting factor, 0.2.

6. 100% of ALL transportation cost

7. No county ratio.

8. No staff weighting factor.

9. No necessary and remote weighting factor.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $481.04.

Additional state cost: $83.40 million.

Total special levies: $14.05 million (1.19 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 81.39%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills la-S§essed)

Dollawsper

Student
Percent

Reduction

20,000 0.4 $ 7.2 95.6

10,000 1.7 24.9 83.7

5,000 2.4 29.7 58.5

2,600 1.2 13.5 72.2

1,600 1.2 18.5 68.9

1,000 0.2 3.3 85.1

500 0.7 13.2 72.2

200 2.3 57.0 33.1

0 2.3 89.2 10.6

Weighted average 1.2 $ 18.2 82.8

Special levies:
Seattle: surplus $2.0 million

1. 2.8% increase in total funds.

2. cost per pupil is $70 less
than state average.

Shoreline: $1.05 million (6.3 mills),
- 155 -



Case 30:,

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, 0.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor is 110%.

5. Large school district weighting factor, 0.2.

6. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

7. No county ratio.

8. No staff weighting factor.

9. No necessary and remote weighting factor.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $491.

Additional state cost: $83.56 million.

Total special levies: $13.84 million (1.17 mills ® 50% assessed).

Percent of the input dollars which would reduce special levies: 81.48%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Dollarsper
Mills (assessed) Student

Percent
Reduction

20 000 0.3 $ 5.5 96.7

10 000 1.7 24.7 83.8

5,000 2.3 29.2 59.2

2,600 1.2 13.3 72.6

1,600 1.3 19.7 67.0

1,000 0.3 4.0 82.0

500 0.8 15.0 68.6

200 2.5 62.6 26.6

0 2.4 94.1 5.8

Weighted average 1.17 $17.9 83.1

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $1.51 million
1. a 2.1% increase in total funds.
2. cost per pupil is $699, state average is $773.

Shoreline: $954,000 (5.75 mills)
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Case 31:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, 0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.1.

3. Disadvantage weighting factor, 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor is 110%.

5. Large school district weighting factor, 0.2.

6. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

7. No county ratio.

8. No staff weighting factor.

9. No necessary and remote weighting factor.

10. State property tax millage, 4.0/2.4.

11. State guarantee, $489.6.

Additional state cost: $83.39 million.

Total special levies: $13.94 million (1.18 @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 81.53%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mi 1 I s

Dollars per
(assessed) Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 O. 3 $ 5.9 96.4

10,000 1.7 25. 0 83.6

5,000 2. 3 29.2 59.3

2,600 1.2 13.3 72.7

1,600 1.3 19.5 67.3

1,000 0.3 3.9 82.4

500 0.8 14.8 69,1

200 2.5 62.3 27.0

0 2.4 94.4 5.4

Weighted average 1.2 $ 18.1 83.0

Special levies:
Seattle: surplus $1.44 million.

Shoreline: $965,000 (5.81 mills).
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Case 32:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero, O.

2. Vocational weighting factor is zero, O.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor is 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

5. 100% of approved transportation.

6. No staff weighting factor.

7. Staff overhead factor is 1.53.

8. Student teacher ratio is 25.

Actual Teacher Salaries and Overhead
9. Guarantee Student/Teacher Ratio

Additional state cost: $67.32 million.

Total special levies: $24.1 million (2.04 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which

Minimum School
District Size

would reduce special levies: 85.92%.

Special Levies

Mills (assessed)

EkAlarsper

Student .

Percent

Reduction

20,000 2.2 $38.0 76.7

10,000 3.8 55.1 63.9

5,000 1.1 14.2 80.1

2,600 0.9 10.1 79.2

1,600 1.3 19.1 67.9

1,000 0.8 10.6 52.3

500 1.8 34.0 28.7

200 2.9 73.2 14.1

0 2.3 89.3 10.6

Weighted average 2.0 $ 31.2 70.6

Specialbwies:

Seattle: $3.7 million (1.62 mills).

Shoreline: $1.46 million (8.82 mills).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 33: Same as Case 32 except the student-to-teacher

ratio in the guarantee is 24.

Additional state cost: $85.86 million.

Total special levies: $13.92 million (1.18 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 79.21%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Dollars per
Mills (assessed Student

Percent
Reducdon

20,000 1.0 $ 16.8 89.7

10,000 2.7 39.9 73.8

5,000 0.5 6.4 91.1

2,600 0.4 5.0 89.8

1,600 0.7 11.2 81.3

1,000 0.4 5.2 76.5

500 1.1 21.2 55.6

200 2.4 58.5 31.4

0 2.0 77.5 22.4

Weighted average 1 .2 $ 18.0 83.0

Spedal llevies:

Seattle: $1.38 million (0.60 mills).

Shoreline: $1.04 million (6.27 mills).



Case 34:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Same as Case 32 except the student-to-teacher

ratio in the guarantee is 23.

Additional state cost: $106.03 million.

Total special levies: 7.44 million (0.63 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 70.25%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills (assessed)
Dollars per

Student
Percent

Re du CtiOn

20,000 0.3 $ 4.6 97.2

10,000 1.9 27.3 82.1

5,000 0.2 2.3 96.8

2,600 0.2 2.3 95.3

1,600 0.4 6.2 89.7

1,000 0.1 1.8 92.1

500 0.7 12.6 73.5

200 1.8 45.7 46.3

0 1.7 66.2 33.7

Weighted average 0.6 $ 9.6 90.9

Spedal ][evies:

Seattle: surplus $1.16 million.

Shoreline: $579,000 (3.49 mills).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 35: Same as Case 32 except the student-to-teacher

ratio in the guarantee is 22.

Additional state cost: $128.05 million.

Total special levies: $3.76 million (0.32 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 61.0%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills (assessed)
Dollars per

Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 0.0 $ 0.5 99.7

10,000 1.0 14.0 90.8

5,000 0.1 1.2 98.4

2,600 0.1 1.4 97.1

1,600 0.2 2.8 95.4

1,000 0.0 0.0 99.8

500 0.4 7.0 85.4

200 1.4 34.8 59.2

0 1.4 55.7 44.2

Weighted average 0.3 $ 4.9 95.4

Spedal

Seattle: surplus $3.94 million.

Shoreline: $76,000 (0.46 mills).



Case 36:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Same as Case 32 except the student-to-teacher

ratio in the guarantee is 21.

Additional state cost: $152.16 million.

Total special levies: $1.69 million.

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 52.7%.

Minimum School
District Size

S ecial Levies

Mills (assessed)
Dollawsper

Student
Percent

Reduction

20,000 0.0 $ 0.0 100.0

10,000 0.3 4.7 96.9

5,000 0.0 0.0 100.0

2,600 0.1 0.6 98.8

1,600 0.0 0.7 98.9

1,000 0.0 0.0 100.0

500 0.2 3.6 92.5

200 1.0 24.9 70.8

0 1.2 46.1 53.8

Weighted average 0.1 $ 2.2 97.9

Special levies:

Seattle: surplus $6.98 million.

Shoreline: surplus $476,000.
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 37: Same as Case 32 except the student-to-teacher

ratic in the guarantee is 24.13.

Additional state cost: $83.37 million.

Total special levies: $15.08 million (1.27 mills @ 50% assessed).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 80.19%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Dollars per

Mills (assessed) Student
Percent

Reduction

20,000 1.1 $19.3 88.2

10,000 2.9 41.8 72.6

5,000 0.6 7.2 89.9

2,600 0.5 5.4 88.8

1,600 0.8 12.0 79.8

1,000 0.4 5.8 74.0

500 1.2 22.6 52.6

200 2.4 60.4 29.2

0 2.0 79.1 20.7

Weighted average 1.27 $ 19. 5 81.6

Specka

Seattle: $1.69 million (0.74 mills).

Shoreline: $1.10 million (6.61 mills).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 38: Effect of: Assessment Value to Renton

Assessment Value Account = L
Assessment Value) (Assessment Value% WE

WE Renton ` WE Renton /xJ q-Uffix

WE = Weighted Enrollment

Case 38: Case 31 except following:

1. No large school district weighting factor.

2 . Guarantee, $514.
3. Assessment value equalized to Renton.

4. Revised remote & necessary (53 schools district).

Additional state cost: $82.28 million.

Assessment Value Equalization Account: $14.37 million.

Revised Remote and Necessary Account: $1.08 million.

Total speaial $22.51 million (1.90 mills).

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 72.2%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies
Mills

(Assessed)
Dollars per

Student
Percent

Reduction

20,000 3.0 $52.4 67.9
10,000 4.1 60.3 60.5
5,000 0.7 8.3 88.5
2,600 0.3 3.1 93.6
1,600 0.4 6.2 89.6
1,000 0.0 0.5 97.8

500 0.2 3.4 92.8
200 0.7 16.3 80.9

0 0.5 17.8 82.2

Weighted average 1 .9 $ 29.2 72.5

Spedalkmies:
Seattle: $4.24million (1.85 mills).
Shoreline: $1.80million (10.84mills).
Tacoma: $1.91 million (4.02 mills).
Spokane: $1.95 million (3.73mills).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 39: Cise 31. But assessment value equalization to Renton instead of State

mills at 4.0/2.4

Additional state cost: $80 . 53 million.

Assessment Value Equalization Account: $14.37 million.

Revised Remote and Necessary Account: $ 1.69 million.

Large School Districts Account: 36.34 million.

Total special levies: $16.63 mill ion.

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 81.08%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies
Mills

(Assessed)

Daus per
Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 0.8 $14.1 91.3

10,000 2.1 31.1 79.6

5,000 2.4 29.9 58.2

2,600 1.2 13.3 72.7

1,600 1.7 25.1 57.9

1,000 0.3 4.8 78.2

500 1.1 20.1 57.9

200 1.8 44.4 48.3

0 1.2 48.1 51.8

Weighted average 1 .4 $ 21 .6 79 .7

Special levies:

Seattle: $2.33 million (1.01 mills) (assessed).

Shoreline: $748,000 (4.50 mills).

Tacoma: $64,600 (0.14 mills).

Spokane: $66,000 (0.13 mills).
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 40: Case 31 except following changes:

1. Revised Small and Large Weighting Factors.

2. Guanultee,$491.

Additional state cost: $83.15 million.

Revised Large School District Weighting Factor:
14 Districts @ cost of $32.83 million

Revised Remote and Necessary Weighting Factor:
72 Districts @ cost of $1.43 million

Total Base Enroll.nent: 771,759 Total Weighted Enrollment: 782,952

Total special levies: $13.47 million (1.14 mills).

Percent of input dollars.which would reduce special levies: 82.42 %.

Minimum School
District Size

Funds
Total
per Pupil

Special Levies

Mills
(Assessed)

Dollars per
Student

Percent
ReductionBase Case 40

20,000 798 809 0.7 $11.8 93.1

10,000 792 820 1.6 24.0 84.3

5,000 706 716 2.3 28.2 60.6

2,600 674 695 1.1 12.8 73.7

1,600 719 745 1.3 18.8 68.4

1,000 727 771 0.3 3.8 83.0

500 737 768 0.5 9.8 79.5

200 812 833 1.0 25.9 69.6

0 969 995 0.6 32.1 76.8

Weighted average 753 772 1.1 $17.4 83.7

Special levies:

Seattle: Surplus $1.59 million (2.20% increase total funds).

Shoreline: $937,000 (5.64 mills).

Tacoma: $1.47 million (3.08 mills).

Spokane: Surplus $31.800 (0.12% increase total fund).
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Case 41:

FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 32 + Revised Small S/K = 30.67.

1. Secondary weighting factor is zero.

2. Disadvantaged weighting factor is 0.4.

3. Vocational weighting factor is 0.1.

4. 85Z leeway factor is 100%.

5. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

6. No county ratio.

7. No staff weighting factor.

8. Revised small district veighting factor.

9 . Guarantee defined: Student-teacher ratio = 30.67.

10. Staff overhead factor is 1.84.

Additional state cost: $ 83.33.million.

Total Base Enrollment 771,759

Total Weighted Enrollment: 782,952

Revised Remote High and Elementary Account:$ 1.87 million.

Total special levies remaining: $13.58 million.

Percent of input dollars

Minimum School
District Size

which would reduce special levies: 82.02%.

Special Levies

Mills
(Assessed)

Dollars per
Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 1.0 $17.4 89.3

10,000 2.7 40.2 73.6

5,000 0.7 8.2 88.6

2,600 0.4 4.7 90.4

1,600 0.7 9.9 83.3

1,000 0.2 2.4 09.2

500 0.9 17.7 62.8

200 1.8 45.0 47.2

0 1.5 56.9 43.0

Weighted average 1 .1 $ 17.6 83.4

Special levies:

Seattle: $565,000 (0.25 mills).

Shoreline: $1.17 million (7.06 mills).

Tacoma: $222,000 (0.47 mills).

Spokane: $ 76,000 surplus.
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FUNDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Case 42:

Case 32 + Revised Small + Assessed Value to Renton + Student/Teacher = 31.73

1. Secondary weighting factor, 0.0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.1.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%.

5. 100% of ALL transportation cost.

6. No staff weighting factor.

7. No county ratio.

8. Revised small districts weighting factor.

9. Student/teacher ratio is 31.73, staff overhead is 1.84.

10. Equalize assessment value to Renton.

Additional Aate met: $83.13 million.

Total Base Enrollment: 771,759.

Total Weighted Enrollment: 782,952.

State Assessment Equalization Account: $14.37 million.

Revised Remote and Necessary Account: $ 1.84 million.

Toud speaial levy remaining: $14.97 million.

Percent of input dollars

Minimum School
District Size

which would reduce special levies: 80.55%.

Special Levies
Mills

(Assessed)
Dollarsper

Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 1.2 $ 20.7 87.3

10,000 2.9 42.2 72.4

5,000 0.7 9.1 87.3

2,600 0.5 5.1 89.6

1,600 0.7 11.0 81.6

1,000 0.2 2.3 89.7

500 1.0 18.5 61.1

200 2.0 48.4 43.2

0 1.6 62.2 37.6

Weighted average 1 .3 $ 19 .4 81 .7

Special levies:

Seattle: $1.68 million (0.73 mills
Shoreline: $1.11 million (6.68 mills
Tacoma: $225,000 (0.47 mills).
Spokane: surplus $14,000.
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Case 43:

F1INDING FORMULA VARIATIONS-CONTINUED

Revised Case 32 at Student/ Teacher Ratio 30.72

1. Secondary weighting factor, , 0.0.

2. Vocational weighting factor, 0.1.

3. Disadvantaged weighting factor, 0.4.

4. 85% leeway factor is 100%-

5. 100% of ALL transportation cost .

6. No staff weighting factor. .

7. No county ratio.

8. Staff overhead factor is 1.84.

Additional state cost: 83.24 million.

Total Base Enrollment: 771,759

Total weighted Enrollment: 788,476

Total special levies remaining: $13.99 million.

Percent of input dollars which would reduce special levies: 81.63%.

Minimum School
District Size

Special Levies

Mills
(Assessed)

Dollars per
Student

Percent
Reduction

20,000 1.1 $ 18.2 88.8

10,000 2.8 40. b 73.3

5,000 0.7 8.4 88.3

2,600 0.4 4.8 90.1

1,600 0.7 10.2 82.9

1,000 0.2 2.5 88.8

500 0.9 17.8 62.6

200 1.9 46.1 45.9

0 1.6 64.3 35.5

Weighted average 1 .2 $ 18.1 82. 9

Special levies:
Seattle: $645,000 (0.29 mills).
Shoreline: $1.19 million (7.15 mills).
Tacoma: $258,000 (0.54 mills).
Spokane: surplus $41,000.
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Appendix F

DISTRICTS WITH LOW AND HIGH COST PER PUPIL
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Table 1
LOW-COST-PER-PUPIL ANALYSIS

School Districts less than $600:

County District

Munber
of

Pupils

Cost
per

Pupil

Speckil

Levy

Case 11:

Ccitifir

GroUp 9
(rnills)

Orchard Prairie Spokane 55 $ 413 0 $ 502

Satsop Grays Harbor 67 416 0 468

Southside Mason 189 442 0 532

Blue Creek Stevens 17 454 0 585

Summit Valley Stevens 33 475 0 673

Kamilche Valley Mason 78 477 0 545

Evaline Lewis 44 515 .9 540

Vader Lewis 134 537 0 625

Carrolls Cowlitz 146 572 0 607

Group 8

Rose Valley Cowlitz 213 516 0 598

Mc Cleary Grays Harbor 284 531 .21 596

Griffin Thurston 282 569 0 705

Yacolt Clark 210 579 .6 615

Black Diamond King 252 589 2.1 608

Group 7

Steilacoom Pierce 698 575 0 749

Group 6

Du Pont Pierce 1350 529 0 830

Montesano Grays Harbor 1361 553 0 667

Castle Rock Cowlitz 1482 589 1.1 648

Meridian Whatcom 1004 591 0.3 653

Moxee Yakima 1529 595 .9 663

Group 5

Tumwater Thurston 2371 597 0 675

Group 3

North Thurston Thurston 5731 599 1.4 645
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Table 2
HIGH-COST-PER-PUPIL DISTRICTS*

Cost Per Pupil Was over $1,000 after $12,000 Was Subtracted from Total Expenses

District County
Number
of Pupils

Cost per Pupil
Base Case
Special

Levy,millsBasic Revised

Group 9

Mansfield Douglas 143 $1094 $1009 4.5

Wishram Klickitat 124 1111 1017 22.5

Easton Kittitas 108 1120 1010 1.9

Skamania Skamania 74 1166 1002 0

Mill A Skamania 78 1176 1028 0

Skykomish King 120 1208 1112 4.8

Wilson Creek Grant 131 1212 1124 3.1

Anatone Asotin 77 1296 1134 0

Endicott Whitman 191 1329 1269 5.3

Lamont Whitman 52 1501 1270 0

Starbuck Columbia 44 1526 1268 0.8

Kahlotus Franklin 104 1557 1449 6.0

Benge Adams 14 1965 1140 1.3

Roosevelt Klickitat 17 2057 1324 1.3

Farmirigton Whitman 15 2078 1246 6.5

Paterson Benton 14 2214 1410 1.0

Lester King 22 2810 2307 4.1

Hay Whitman 15 2982 2267 1.3

Star Franklin 6 4630 2885 4.5

Group 8

Lind Adams 348 1058 1023 3.3

La Crosse Whitman 256 1060 1012 4.5

Coulee City Grant 213 1063 1006 1.1

Colton Whitman 219 1095 1039 5.7

Prescott Walla Walla 236 1333 1280 1.2

Sub-Total 2611

Group 7

Stevenson Skamania 874 1195 1181 0.4

Group 6

White River Pierce 1446 1205 1197 6.3

Total 4931

* If there Is a saving of $100 per pupil, the benefit is only $493,100; however, this does place an incentive on these
districts to reduce cost. This may be good or not; a study into these districts would have to be performed to determine why
their costs are much higher.
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Table 3
HIGH-COST-PER-PUPIL DISTRICTS

Cost per pupil was under $1,000 after $12,000
was subtracted from total expenses

County District
Number
of Pupils Basic

Base Case
Special

Revised Levy, Mills

Group 9

Boirtport Lewis 140 $ 1015 926 2.8

Almira Lincoln 164 1026 950 0.5

Newhalem Whatcom 68 1030 857 0

Bickleton Klickitat 105 1037 920 0

North River Pacific 82 1043 897 0

Keller Ferry 34 1080 716 0

Edwall Lincoln 64 1121 925 2.8

Dixie Walla Walla 41 1124 834 2.0

Clearwater Jefferson 65 1177 995 0.9

Diablo Whatcom 42 1274 974 2.4

Mount Pleasant Skamania 22 1322 798 8.0

Palisades Douglas 17 1?72 684 0

Hooper Whitman 26 1390 910 1.9

Damman Kittitas 8 1515 78 1.5

Great Northern Spokane 12 1612 597 6.4

Dorothy Yakima 12 1863 862 4.3

Hazelmere Ferry 7 1961 370 0

Shaw San Juan 3 2882 0 0

Group 8

Adna Lewis 310 1001 963 18.0

Trout Lake Cowlitz 457 1008 981 7.6

Oakesdale Whitman 232 1018 905 4.0

Harrington Lincoln 231 1031 977 2.6
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Appendix G

A DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE FUNDING FORMULA AND THE SIMULATION MODEL



ACCOUNT 1000 TOTAL LOCAL TAXES

Table 1

LOCAL REVENUE (LOCAL (D))

Independent Variables (fixed)

1. Previous year assessed
valuation, AW'Y

This year assessed
valuation, AVTY

County ratio, CR

Note:

Coefficients (Variables)

1. fraction of revenue
collected in previous
year, C13

2. local property tax
millaoe, LMILLS

a. High School
b. Non-nigh School

XL0 = C13 * AVPY(D) + (1.0 - C13) * AVTY(D)

LOCAL(D) = LMILLS * XL0

b.)

1. When and if available, instead of using the assessment value, other measures of the communitie
ability to pay could be a) per-capita income, b)gx-oss product.

2. The local property tax millage and the state property tax millage can be varied back and fort
to measure the effect on the district.
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ACCOUNT 3U1U STAlt O1 WASt111Ni'1U1N AllrUK 1 lUINMr.IN 1

The State Apportionment, Account 3010, is described in general terms. One should easily see what
orameters can be changed in order to obtain its effect on each school district.

Basically, we first obtain the base enrollment, then we calculate the weighted enrollment (per school
listrict).

The state guarantee is defined as the cost of the basic education times the weighted enrollment.
The state apportionment is now obtained as the guarantee minus some fraction of the local revenue

esources, county excise tax, and some Federal funds.

Table 2

TOTAL BASE ENROLLMENT (TBE)

Independent Variables (Fixed)

No. Students

1. Nursery, SN
2. Kindergarden

a) regular, SK
b) handicapped, SKH

3. Grades 1-6
a) regular, 316
b) handicapped, 516H

4. Grades 7-12
a) regulars, S712
b) Handicapped, 5712H

Total Base

Enrollment
by

District

Coefficients
(Variables)

for each of
the student
categories

T.13.E.(D)

1-13(D) = CI * SN(D) + C2 w SK(D) + C3 w S16(D)

+ C4 * SKH(D) + C5 * S16H(D)

+ Cb S712(D) + C7 + S712HCO)
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Table 3

WEIGHTED ENROLLMENT (WE)

Independent Variables (Fixed)

1. No. of students
a) Grades 7-12

1) regular, S712
2) handicapped, S712H

2. Vocational hours, SVH
3. Staff experience and

preparation average
weighting factor, STAFF

4. Remote and Necessary
Elementary Districts
weinhting factor, SMALLE

5. Small High School Districts,
weighting factor, SMALLH

6. Disadvantaged or migrant
pupils, SDM

Coefficients (Variables)

1. Student weighting factors
a) Grades 7-12, C8
b) Vocational classes, C9
c) Disadvantages and

migrant, C10
2. No-Yes Program Parameters

a) Staff weighting, N1
b) small elementary, N2
c) small high school, N3
d) disadvantaged, N4

1. size of the elementary district, SIZEE

I2. size of the high school, SIZEH

Additional weighted students

1 plus

1

Total base enrollent

[--

Weighted enrollent
by district

W (D) = TBE(D) + C8 * C6 * S712(D) + C8 * C7 * 71214.(D)

+ C9 * SVH(D)/900 + N1 * STAFF(D) * TBE(D)

+ N2 * SIZEED(D) * SMALLE(D) + N3 * SIZEH(D) * SMALLhO)

+ N4 * C10 * SDM(D)
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TOTAL GUARANTEE

Now we can define the total guarantee by district as the weighted enrollment times the cost of the
basic education (defined via dollars, student-teacher ratios, programs, courses, etc.).

-

I GUAR(D) = WE(D) * CBE(D)

The cost of a basic education is a function of district, since, as an example, we might say a basic
education includes a chemistry class for all school districts larger than some amount.

Table 4

LOCAL GUARANTEE RESPONSIBILITY (FUNDSL(D))

Independent Variables (fixed)

1. Receipts from high school district
funds, HSDF

2. Receipts from in-lieu-of taxes,
INLIEU

3. Receipts from federal, forest funds,
FFF

4. Receipts from PUD excise tax, PUD

5. Receipts from 1% real estate excise
tax, REAL

Coefficient (Variables)

1. 85% discount factor, C11

2. No-yes parameters
a. HSDF, N5
b. INLIEU,N6
c. FFF, N7
d. PUD, N8
e. REAL, N9

3. 100% discount factor
for REAL, C14

4. 50% of assessment value, CR

5. County ratio, CR

FUNDSL(D) = Cll * [LOCAL(D)

N6 * INLIEU(D) + N7 * FFF(D)

N8 * PUD(D)] + N9 * C14 * REAL(D)

STATE APPORTIONMENT, ACCOUNT 3010,

S3010(D) = GUAR(D) - FUNDSL(D)
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ACCOUNT 3020 TRANSPORTATION

A. Operating Cost: Problem Area: E (Total Annual Miles * Operating Cost/Mile).

B. Drivers' Salaries: Total hours of daily traveling time = 339 * 180 * (1+ C14) where C14 is a salary
increase factor.

C. Insurance: Number of Buses * $100(Insurance Cost)

D. Depreciation: Depreciation Allowance
Summation of original purchase price of ALL buses

Depreciation Life of Buses

+ write-offs.

E. Contracts with other agencies.

F. Total in lieu/board and room (regular).

G. Total form form T-2 (Handicapped).

Transportation Allowance = Items: (A+B+C+D+E+F) * 90%

Transportation reimbursement is given
(and we have) on Form A-57-1

Table 5

TRANSPORTATION REIMBURSEMENT

TRANS(D) = [TOC(D) + TDT(D) * C15 * 180 * (1.0 + C14)

+ BN(D) * C16 + DEP(D) TRANS 3020

+ E(D) + F(D) + HANDT(D)] * C17
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ACCOUNT 3080 DRIVER'S EDUCATION

Dunng the 1%7 cemion the legislatare required successful completion of an approved traffic safety
education course prior to age 18 before a driver's license would be issued. This act will obviously increase
the percentage of participating students. The program is financed by student fees, state reimbursement,
and local thstrict funds. The ctudent fees range from $0.25 to S42 with an average fee of $10.15
(Richland, S25. Kennewick, $20; Pasco. $25). Reimbursement is not dependable; it averaged $41 in
1967-68 school year. but only $28.35 in 1968-69. The local districts absorb the additional cost. This
ail,"-Inal cost in 1968-69 was 527.85 for a total average cost of 564.80 per student. In the Tri-City area,
them is a fee for a driver's permit: $30 in Richland. $25 in Kennewick, and $35 in Pasco. Since one must
obtain a driver's permit to take the course, the permit fee is just part of the student fee. In essence, the
student fee (pare its' fee) for Richland is $55. The driver's education data were obtained from the
puNILJ (ion. Drire's Education in Washington State's Public Schools, 1967-69 Biennium.

Table6

DRIVERS EDUCATION (DE)

Independent Variables

I. Average total cost per student, DEC(NSO)

2. Snrdera. fees, SFEE(NSD)

3. State Reimbursement, DESR(NSU)

4. local funds. UELF(NSD)

S. humber of students ccmpleting
ccurse. SOLOsp)

i; lotal f unds SUMUE

state. SUMSOL
SUMLUE

student fees, SUMFDE

Coefficients

1. Growth factor on
students: C15

2. The maximum S/student
the state will support, C16

3. The maximum % the state
will sunport: C17

4. Fixed student fee: cla

S. Fixed local fee/student,
(19

6. Growth factor on one
student cost, C20

7. No-Yes Parameters
a) C16 or not, N11
b) C17 or not, N12



Table 6Continued

Defining, GF, as the combined growth factor,

GF = SDE(NSD) * (1 + C15) * (1 + C20)

DESR(ND) = DEC(ND) - XC18 - XC19

where XC18 = C(18) if C(18) is greater than zero

= SFEE(NSD) if C(18) is equal to zero

XC19 = C(19) if C(19) is greater than zero

= DELF(NSD) if C(19) is equal to zero.

Now if

(1) N(11) = 1 anl DESR - 0(16)

= C(16)

or (2) N(12) = 1 and DESR(NSU) > C(17) * OEC(ND)/100

than DESR(NSD) = C(17) * DEC(ND)/100

The state, s* iLnt, and local expenses (per student) are multiplied
by tne growth fac- GF, and have tne units of total dollars.



ACCOUNT 3070 STATE PROPERTY TAX

For many years the local tax was 14 mills for districts operating 12 grades. Later the local millage
was reduced to 12 mills and 2 mills were assessed and collected at the state level; all funds were returned
to the school district. Because the assessed valuations used by the state are based on 50 percent of time
and fair value as contrasted with 25 percent used by county assessors prior to 1971, the state two-mill tax
produced at least twice as much as two mills would have produced at the local level. In counties where the
State Department of Revenue found the assessments below the 25-percent level, the state tax produced
even more.

The latest development in school property taxes was the adjustment of all assessed valuations to the
50 percent base followed by legislative action in the 1970 special session which cut millages generally in
half so that actual sums collected from the tax payers remained generally unchanged. Thus, the local
millage after 1971 will be 6 mills.

Table 7
STATE PROPERTY TAX

Remembering that the revenue from the local property tax is

XL0 = [C13 * AVPY (NSD)

+ (1.0 - C13) * AVTY (NSD)]

Independent Variables (Fixed)

1. Local property tax revenue

2. State property tax millage

a. high school
b. non-high school

Coefficients (Variables

1. 50% of assessment
value, C12

2. County ratio, CR

State property tax (SPT)

Account 3070 SPT(NSD) * C12/CR(NSO)/LMILLS(I) * SMILLS(I)

SPT(NSD) = XII) * C(12) * SMILLS( I )/CR(ND)



Table 8

OTHER ACCOUNTS

The funds from the following accounts were added as revenue to the local school districts:

Account 3030: Handicapped Children
Account 3040: Adult Education
Account 3050: State Institution
Account 3060: Vocational Technical Schools
Account 3120: State Forest Funds
Account 3999: Other Funds
Account 4000: Total Federal Funds
Account 5000: Total Local Non-Tax Revenue Receipts
Account 6000: Total Local Non-Revenue Receipts
Account 7000: Total Federal Non-Revenue Receipts
Account 8000: Total Payments from Other Districts
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Appendix H

COEFFICIENTS IN THE SIMULATION

MODEL MAT CAN BE VARIED

1 0



Table 1
COEFFICIENTS IN MODEL THAT CAN BE VARIED

Coefficients

C(1) Normal weight of nursery, 0.0.
C(2) Normal weight of kindergarten, 0.5.
C(3) Normal weight of grades 1-6, 1.0.
C(4) Normal weight of kindergarten (handicapped), 0.5.
C(5) Normal weight of grades 1-6 (handicapped), 1.0.
C(6) Normal weight of grades 7-12, 1.0.
C(7) Normal weight of grades 7-12 (handicapped), 1.0.
C(8) Additional weighting factor, grades 7-12, 0.3.
C(9) Additional weighting factor, vocational student, 1.0.
C(10) Additional weighting factor, disadvantaged and migrant pupils, 0.1.

C(11) Local tax discount factor, 0.85.
C(12) Percent of assessed value, 50.
C(13) Fraction of revenue collected in previous year, 0.37.
C(14) Discount factor for real (NSD), 1.0.
C(15) Driver's education number students growth factor, 0.
Q 6) Driver's education the maximum dolle, pc3 btudent, 40.
C(17) Driver's education the maximum peent9ge, 75.
C(18) Driver's education fixed student fee, 0. (Zero means there is no fixed fee.)

C(19) Driver's educational fixed local fee, 0.
C(20) Driver's education student cost growth factor, 0.
C(21) Transportation salary increase for drivers, percentage, 4.
C(22) Transportation bus drivers' hourly wage rate, 3.39.
C(23) Transportation insurance cost, 110.
C(24) Transportation percent state reimbursement of approved cost, 90.

C(25) Transportation percent increase in bus miles, 0.
C(26) Transportation percent increase in bus operating cost, 0.
C(27) Transportation percent increase in drivers' driving time, 0.
C(28) Transportation percent increase in number of buses, 0.
C(29) Transportation percent increase in handicapped expense, 0.
C(30) Transportation percent state reimbursement of unapproved cost, 0.
C(31) Average adjusted value per pupil in weighted enrollment, 18,962.
C(32) Weighting factor adjusted value, .1.
C(33) Weighting factor for TBE on WE, 1.
C(34) Lower TBE limit for large schools to get more, 11,000.
C(35) Total weighting for TBE for large schools, 1.1.
C(36) Minimum size of account A3010, 5,000
C(37) Staff-teacher ratio secondary, 28.
C(38) Staff-teacher ratio, 55.
C(39? Additional staff-teacher ratio for ADM, 10.
C(40) Average elementary teacher salary, $8,114.
C(41) Average secondary teacher salary, $9,006.
C(42) Average staff salary, $8,955.
C(43) Fraction of CBE standard-teacher-staff ratios, 1.0.
C(44) Student-teacher ratio elementary, 22.5.
C(45) The student-teacher ratio when thr, guarantee is defined this way, 30.
C(46) Average staff overhead factor, 1.84.
C(47) New year minimum teacher salary base.
C(48) 1968-69 minimum teacher salary, $5,975.
C(49) Special levy mills must be greater than this to be classified as remote and necessary, 0.85.
C(50) The maximum cost per pupil that the state will guarantee the large school for the large school

weighting factor.
C(51) After equalization of assessment value t Renton, the constant multiplying factor, 1.0.
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Table 1Continued

No-Yes Parameters Where Zero is No and One is Yes

Effect Weighted Enrollment

N(1) Staff weighting factor, 1.
N(2) Small elementary weighting factor, I.
N(3) Small high school weighting factor, 1.
N(4) Culturally disadvantaged or migrant pupils.

Effect Local Guarantee Responsibility

N(5) High school district funds, HSDF.
N(6) In-lieu-of taxes, INLIEU.
N(7) Federal forest funds, FFF.
N(8) PUD funds, PUD.
N(9) County tax, REAL.
N(10) County ratio in funding formula.
N(11) Driver's education a maximum dollars per student or not.
N(12) Driver's education a maximum percentage of total cost or not.
N(13) Special levy millage BASED on adjusted value.
N(14) State funds to include SPT (IW,ND).
N(15) Adjusted value not in weighted enrollment, U.
N(16) Do you want school district printout.
N(17) Include A3060 into state account or not.
N(18) Do not have a kindergarten program in all school districts.
N(19) No weighting factor for large school districts.
N(20) There is no minimum on account A3010.
N(21) Define basic education in terms of staff ratios.
N(22) State-wide kindergarten program.
N(23) Define the guarantee via the student-teacher ratio and pay actual teachers salary.
N(24) Adjust the local funds before subtracted from the guarantee by assessment value divided by

average district assessment value.
N(25) Increase the minimum teacher salary base.
N(26) Revise the remote and necessary weighting factor via C(49).
N(27) A separate assessment value equalization account equalized to Renton.



Number School Districts (NSD)
SH(NSD)
SN(NSD)
SK(NSD)
SKH(NSD)
SI 6(NSD)
SI 6H(NSD)
S712(NSD)
S712H(NSDI
SDM(NSD)
SVH(NSD)
STAFF(NSD)
SMALLE(NSD)
SMALLH(NSD)
SIZEE(NSD)
SIZEH(NSD)
CR(NSD)
AVPY(NSD)
AVTY(NSD)
LMILL(2)
MILLS(NSD)
HSDF(NSD)
INLIEU(NDS)
FFS(NSD)
PUD(NSD)
REAL(NSD)
DEC(NSD)
SFEE(NSD)
DESR(NSD)
DELF(NSD)
SDE(NSD)
BMILES(NSD)
CPM
TOC(NSD)
TDT(NSD)
DEP(NSD)
HANDT(NSD)
BN
TRANTC(NSD)
TINS(NSD)
TDS(NSD)
A3020(NSD)
A5750(NSD)
A3030(NSD)
A3040(NSD)
A3050(NSD)
A3999(NSD)
A4000(NSD)
A5000(NSD)
A5010(NSD)
A6000(NSD)
A7000(NSD)
A8000(NSD)
TOTEXP(NSD)

Table 2
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Students, handicapped.
Students estimated to be in kindergarten if none.
Students enrolled in kindergarten.
Handicapped students enrolled in kindergarten.
Students in grades 1-6.
Handicapped students.
Students in grades 7-12.
Handicar ped students in grades 7-12.
Culturally disadvantaged or migrant students.
Vocational student hours.
Average staff weighting factor.
Small elementary districts (remote and necessary) (Less than 100).
Small high schools, (less than 250).
Remote and necessary elementary enrollment.
Small high school enrollment.
County ratio.
Assessed value previous year.
Assessed value this year.
Local property tax millage, high school and nonhigh school district.
Same as LMILLS but flags high school and nonhigh school.
Receipts from high school district funds.
Receipts from in-lieu-of taxes.
Receipts from Federal forest funds.
Receipts from PUD excise tax.
Receipts from one percent real estate excise tax.
Driver's education average total cost per student.
Driver's education student fees.
Driver's education state reimbursement.
Driver's education local funds.
Driver's education number students completing course.
Total annual miles that the buses travel.
Bus operating cost per mile.
Total bus operating cost.
Bus hours of daily driving time.
Bus depreciation allowance.
Transportation handicapped allowance.
Number of buses.
Transportation total cost.
Transportation insurance cost.
Transportation drivers' salaries.
Transportation reimbursement form A-57-1.
Transportation expenses form A-5.7.
State account 3030 handicapped children.
State account 3040 adult education.
State account 3050 state institutions.
State account 3999 other funds.
Federal, total funds.
Local, nontax revenue.
Local, student fees.
Local, nonrevenue receipts.
Federal, nonrevenue receipts.
Other, payments from other districts.
Total district expenditures.
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NSD

TBE(NSD)
WE(NSD)
CBE

GUAR(NSD)
S3010(NSD)
SPT(NSD)
LOCAL(IW,NSD)
STATE(IW,NSD)
SPLEVY(IW,NSD)
TSFEE(NSD)
iDELF(NSD)
TAEXP
TUEXP
BUSEXP(NSD)
TRANS(NSD)
TRANSL(NSD)
TFUNDS(IW,NSD)
DEEXP(IX,NSD)
SLMILL(LW,NSD)
S3011(NSD)

S3012(NSD)
S3013(NSD)

Table 3

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Total base enrollment.
Weighted enrollment.
Cost basic education, per student. (This will be a fixed dollar value of function of
district, later.)
Total guarantee.
State apportionment, account 3010.
State property tax, account 3070.
Local revenue, property tax.
Total state reimbursement, account 3000.
Snecial levies (required).
Driver's education total student fees per district.
Driver's education total local fees per district.
Transportation approved cost.
Transportation unapproved cost.
Transportation total expense.
Transportation state reimbursement.
Transportation local support (expense).
Total school district revenue.
Total driver's education expenses.
Special levy millage.
State account for equalization of assessment value to Renton on a weighted student
basis.
State account for large school districts.
Revised remote and necessary weighting factor.
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THE EFFECT OF THE COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATIONS



THE EFFECT OF THE COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATIONS

It will be remembered from the body of the summary report that four possible funding situations

were set up and compared by the Commission to arrive at a picture of the effect of its recommendations

on the local districts and on the state as a whole. These alternatives were:

1. Funding of the districts based on the actual figures for the 1968-69 school year.

2. Funding based on the formula recommended by the Commission plus reimbursement for actual

teachers' salaries.
3. Funding based on the recommended formula and incorporating new staff weighting factors

more closely approximating actual salaries.
4. Funding based on the recommended formula and a state-wide salary schedule.

The state-wide salary schedule was set up using $6,500 as the minimum teacher salary (this was the

actual minimum for 1969-70). Based on this figure, three salary ranges were hypothesized and compared:

1. Mwdmum set at 2.0 times the minimum.
2. Maximum set at L95 times the minimum.
3. Maximum set at 1.90 times the minimum.

It was also decided, for purposes of this analysis, that the state would continue to subsidize those
districts with salary schedules higher than the state schedule until the latter caught up. In other words, the
districts would be reimbursed according to their actual salaries or the state schedule, whichever was the

greater.
The tables below show the resulting costs to the state and the effect of various other factors on those

costs using the funding situations described above.

Table 1

STATE COSTS

Formula Based on
State Costs

1968-69 Actual
Actual Salaries
New Staff Wtg. Factors
Salary Schedule 1.90 Range

1.95 Range
2.0 Range

197 1J6

(Dollars in Millic.:ns)

$332 1
39 .5
383,5
401.3
404.6
408.6



Table 2
EFFECT OF STUDENT-TEACHER RATIO ON STATE COSTS

State Costs Based on
Students Per New Staff State

Teacher Actual Salaries Weighting Factors Salary Sched.1

(Dollars in Millions)
23 $524.9 $514.6 $542.0
26 458.9 449.8 474.1
30 391.5 383.5 404.6
35 328.9 322.0 340.2
40 282.1 275.9 291.9

Table 3

AVERAGE STATE FUNDING
(Dollars per Pupil)

Formula Based on
Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE)

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries 2

New Staff
Wtg. Factors2

State
Sal. Schea. 2,3

20,000 $410 $520 $483 $525
10,000 423 520 491 520
5,000 441 513 506 527
2,600 450 509 523 532
1,600 444 495 506 524
1,000 462 488 520 537

500 425 436 469 496
200 446 452 482 522

0 498 483 525 521

Table 4
AVERAGE STATE PLUS NORMAL LOCAL F UNDING

(Dollars per Pupil)

Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE)

Formula Based on
1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries2

New Staff
Wtg. Factors 2

State
Sal. Sched. 2,3

20,000 $544 $672 $635 $677
10,000 542 652 623 652
5,000 542 626 619 640
2,600 542 61 i 626 634
1,600 558 624 634 652
1,000 575 614 646 663

500 567 596 628 656
200 619 646 677 717
0 721 736 777 774

1At a maximum salary 1.95 times the minimum salary.
2Bagegl on 30 students per teacher and indirect costs 1.75 times teacher salaries.
3Based on a minimum salary of $6,500 and a maximum 1.95 times the minimum.
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Table 5

AVERAGE STATE PLUS LOCAL AND SPECIAL LEVY FUNDING
(Dollar. pc! Pupil )

Minimum District
Enroll men t FTE

Formula Ba,,,,_cl

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries 1

Nev. Staff
Wtg. I.*torsl

State
S1. SL11-4 1.2

20.000 S707 S708 S708 5 i

10.000 ottS 707 707 7i,

S.000 olt. 643 640 653
2.60G Scot 618 632 640
1.600 621 641 651 1)64

I .000 603 623 648 664
500 620 629 646 bob
200 7 1 1 72 ' 736 753

0 K2' 840 862 8.61

ligissutnuth I hs.t 1 W4th) 0,0.0

Att./111w t 1 I t A4texall

S16;
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; 60/1.11 64
1 010110
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9 :it

1 0$ II

Table 6
AVERAGE SPECIAL LEVY

(Dollars pc-t Pupal I
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Looking at just the pattern of state aid to school districts. ie followine differences appear
notcworthl.:

I he actual I owS-oq formula tended to inrea.e state aid as school d:strict silL. decreased.
Iltrast . reimbursing districts based on actual -salar cs tends to decrease state aid with

decreasing school district si/C.
the nevk tall wetghlmg lactors tend to distribute in,,re uui e!. than warranted by actual !salaries
to districts with fewer than 5.000 students and substa.:tially less mi y than actual salaries to
larger distri,ts. In tact. the new slat! factors tend to maximire %tat aid to districts between
I 000 and .11Y11) students. Apparently. these laetors do no! adequarely &scribe actual ...Ilan,

7 %
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Shown below is a comparison of the four alternatives on the basis of the number of districts with
levy fa-Linage in a certain range.

Table 8

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES NUMBER OF DISTRICTS PER LEVY MILLAGE RANGE
(Millage Based on 50'7( of Assessed Value)

Number of Districts

19(1F41) Actual New Staff Salary
itiart. RJrtgc Actual Salaries Wtg. Factor Scheduk
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Table 9

ADDITIONAL FUNDS REQUIRED
TO REIMBURSE ACTUAL SALARIES

District Subsidy

13835
AUBURN 86827

2012
BEL Li-VUE 1032513
BLUL CREUK 1333
BURLINGTON 1 4-455

ARWA1 R 219
(TOVI-R PARK 60317
CONWAY . . 1347
1-1AIONDS 602223
1-1,1A 1167
I NLAICLAY. 17015
t VA1.1\1 3366

RI Ii 4 '1968
VI R4.R.1- \ 1868
AIRVII '44 1442

1 111.1RAI W.AN 18:146
.8972

111(.111.1\1 . 781931
I S,t-1, WI. All .24712

N.1 419894
LANA 111: oN . .320469
liA.At.A6A .4314

K ISI AND 24'2451
:1/4114-INt I OR I INV
Ut. Ka 110 . S9,73
Nok titNI408.t .11q1S1
0..AK IIAltbt .6S05I
NJ* I A%44 tit 8 72 aa3
IKI NION 95140s
itk ULAN. /1 _ iItiS

ILI .2510911
SIttAtt 1.414.1. $/7610

1410
s6411 I

tAct.nik :130:5
I Ai*, A 3634
1. 1064.1.1000 iStirt

"Vito% 1st 4.45.41:

TOTAL phitik,
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COMPARISON OF ACTUAL DISTRIBUTION WITH COMMISSION'S
RECOMMENDATIONS-1968-69 SCHOOL YEAR

Table I is an example of selected information printed for each school district in the State. Actual
1968-69 school year data is listed alongside the data that would have resulted in 1968-69 had the
Temporary Special Levy Study Commission recommendations been in effect. Specifically, this simulation
shows the effect of:

Reducing thr secondary weighting factor to 0.
Increasing the disadvantaged weighting factor to 0.2 times all disadvantaged students.
Subtracting 100 percent of local funds from the guarantee, not 85 percent.
Eliminating the county ratio.
Himinating the collection of 2 nulls property tax by the state.
IncrraAtng local property taxes from h to 7 mills
State frimhursement of 100 percent of transportation costs
[mot-poi-at mg new staff weighting (actors AS proposed by the Joint Committee on Education.

All other La Aors in the l4o/4-69 appottioninent formula (including the S368 guarantee) are held
Lonstant in this simulation

able. Z is Ow state 11.11111MirV tot the data Imported tor cati school distnct in Table I

44
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fftl.

PROSSER SCHOOL

ACTUAL COMMISSION

.9P-71,t4 1983.80

e557.s 2818.4

94163. 1037160.

139m. 162449.

72.370. A36535.

5not.2. 0.

211g56. 2172S6.
141,47. 217eS6.
7o(28. 0.

1414.76. 16476.
5c61. S061.

2464.
Gis3. 6113.



DISTRICT

DIFFERENCE

Table 1

SELECTED EFFECTS OF COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
ON ACTUAL 1968-69 SCHOOL DISTRICT FUNDING

RICHLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT

ACTUAL COMmisSION DIFFERENCE

Geo 7722.33 7722.33 .0c

2604,6 10014..4 11050.7 1036.3

95697- 3665303. 4066653. 361350.

232o1. 352266. 6.11001. 58714.

13134...

1u710t,. 3110746. 35246617. 413670.

51106:_ 149021. u 149021.
J 119912. 119(112. o.

d4441, 119912.
35470, 0.

42247. 4.1)247.
18040. 100460.
15675. 1507S.
6331. 0331.

:01



Table 2

STATE SUMMARY OF SELECTED EFFECTS OF COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS ON 4CTU AL 1968-69 FUNDING

ACTUAL COMM I SSI ON

IWAL i.ASE ENkOLLmENT 771759.06 771759.06

wi1(ph1 LL; troLLA4-1.1 990029.1 1097518.0

LLAL vf.CPLRIY TAA c7440u26. 78687020.

S1ATL APPORT1L0JMUNT ...LCOLAJT 3010 2552467"o'. 295646150.

SluTE PkcPERTY TAx ALCOLNT 33/0 27787019. 0.

TkANSPCRTATIQN-- ACC,ANT JC20 30700630. !0700634.
k(1,111EvENT 22313397. 50700634.

8387733. 0.

Dklvtgs ECAJCA110,- ACictILT 3949413. 3949413.
TATt. itElmb-c50.1,NT 1727004. 1727004.

8994482, 899982.
1422428. 132242A.



Table 3 compares the local, state, special levy, and total funds each school district received in
1968-69 versus what they would have received if the Commission's recommendations had been in effect.
"Local funds" are all local funds other than special levies. State funds include the state-collected property
tax. Total funds include Federal funds.

Special levies are the calculated difference between total 1968-69 expenditures and all other sources
of funds. Any increase or decrease in local or state funding resulting from the Commission's
recommendations is assumed to result in a compensating decrease or increase in special levies. If additional
funds exceed the 1968-69 special levy amounts, the excess shows as an increase in total funds.

School districts are listed by county. The number before the district name refers to the alphabetical
ranking of the county (i.e. I is Adams County . . 39 is Yakima County).
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Table 4 compares 1968-69 actual levy millages and total funding per student for cach !chool district
with what it would have been if the Commission's recommendations had bccn in effect. Any increase in
total funds is listed also, as is the dollar change in special levies (a minus sign indicates a reduction in
levies). Millage is based on 50 percent assessed value. School districts arc listed by ninc size categories
(alphabetically by colinty within each size category).

224



T
ab

le
 4

A
C

T
U

A
L

 1
96

8-
69

 F
U

N
D

IN
G

V
E

R
SU

S 
FU

N
D

IN
G

 U
SI

N
G

C
O

M
M

IS
SI

O
N

 R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
A

T
IO

N
S

C
O

M
PA

R
IS

O
N

 B
Y

 D
IS

T
R

IC
T

 S
IZ

E
(M

ill
ag

e 
B

as
ed

 o
n 

50
%

A
ss

es
se

d 
V

al
ue

)

SC
H

O
O

L
D

IS
T

. E
N

R
O

 L
L

-

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

N
O

.
M

E
N

T

G
ro

up
 1

-D
is

tr
ic

ts
 L

ar
ge

r
th

an
 2

0,
00

0 
E

nr
ol

lm
en

t

SP
E

C
IA

L
 L

E
V

Y
 (

M
IL

L
S)

C
O

M
-

A
C

T
U

A
L

 M
IS

SI
O

N
C

H
A

N
G

E

T
O

T
A

L
 F

U
N

D
S 

PE
R

P
U

P
IL

C
H

A
N

G
E

 IN
S

P
E

C
IA

L
C

O
M

-
LE

V
Y

M
IS

S
IO

N
D

O
LL

A
R

S

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

T
O

T
A

L
 F

U
N

D
S

D
O

L
L

A
R

S
P

E
R

C
E

N
T

A
C

L
U

&

1
7
S
L
A
T
T
L
L

1
7
h
I
b
r
1
L
I
k
E
.

1
7
b
1
L
L
E
N
U
E

2
7
1
 
A
L
O
H
A

3
1
L
U
V
M
D
S

3
2
S
P
O
K
A
N
E

4
0
1

4
0
5
1
0 l
b

8
1

8
8
0
7
4
,

2
9
4
2
2
,

2
2
1
3
3
.

3
5
2
5
9
.

2
7
2
4
5
,

3
5
4
5
6
.

6
.
5
8

1
7
.
6
9

1
5
.
9
2

1
2
.
2
2

1
4
.
9
7

9
.
3
0

4
.
6
5

1
2
.
3
7

1
1
.
2
9

8
.
0
5

1
0
.
6
4

6.
13

1
.
9
2

5
.
3
2

4
.
6
3

4
.
1
1

4
.
3
3

3
.
1
7

'
O
m

°0
-.

'
O
m

0_ 60
-

-
.
0
0

-.
00

-
.
0
0

-0
0

-.
00

82
1.

92
74

3.
25

80
0.

91
90

8.
05

69
6.

34
75

3.
40

82
1.

92
74

3.
25

80
0.

91
90

8.
05

69
6.

34
75

3.
40

-4
41

24
7G

.
14

80
04

4
-1

40
80

91
-1

98
89

82
.

-9
65

5R
4.

-1
65

91
'1

45
.

SC
H

O
O

L
D

 1
ST

 R
 I

C
T

G
ro

up
 2

-D
is

tr
ic

ts
 w

ith
10

,0
00

-1
9,

99
9 

E
nr

ol
lm

en
t

T
O

T
A

L
F

U
N

O
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL
C

H
A

N
G

F
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
C

O
M

-
T

O
T

A
L 

F
U

N
D

S
C

O
M

.
LE

V
Y

N
O

.
M

E
N

T
A

C
T

U
A

L 
M

IS
S

IO
N

 C
H

A
N

G
E

D
O

LL
A

R
S

 P
E

R
C

E
N

T
A

C
T

U
A

L
M

IS
S

IO
N

(D
O

LL
A

R
S

)

b
V
A
N
C
O
U
V
L
R

3
7

1
5
1
2
2
.

7
.
2
9

5.
19

2.
10

-
n
i
l

m
0
0
0

7
4
9
.
6
7

7
4
9
.
6
7

-5
19

31
n.

1
7
F
L
U
E
P
A
L
 
W
A
Y

2
1
0

13
55

6.
11

.0
9

5.
55

5.
53

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
7
0
.
8
1

t
,
7
0
.
8
1

-5
86

6S
8.

1
7
R
E
N
T
O

4
0
3

1
4
8
9
1
.

7
.
8
9

7.
28

.
6
1

-0
.

-.
00

8
9
8
.
3
1

8
9
8
.
3
1

a3
05

P
°7

.

1
7
S
1
-
I
U
R
E
L
I
N
E

4
1
2

1
6
7
8
3
.

2
1
.
9
6

1
6
.
1
8

5
.
7
8

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
0
8
.
9
7

8
0
8
.
9
7

-9
59

66
8

1
7
L
A
K
E
 
W
A
S
H
I
N
G

4
1
4

1
2
7
7
7
,

1
5
.
3
3

1
2
.
8
3

2
.
5
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

8
1
4
.
5
5

8
1
4
.
5
5

-
5
9
5
1
7
2
.

1
7
K
L
N
T

4
1
5

1
1
6
5
1
.

1
7
.
6
7

1
4
.
4
3

3
.
2
4

-0
.

-.
00

85
4.

44
85

4.
44

-
5
3
8
0
4
2
4
.

2
7
C
L
O
V
L
R
 
P
A
R
K

4
0
0

1
4
3
2
0
.

2
.
5
n

.
0
0

2
.
5
0

3
7
9
7
5
3
.

3
.
1
1

8
5
2
.
2
6

8
7
8
.
7
8

-
3
1
8
1
2
1
.

i
l
E
V
E
R
E
T
T

2
1
3
5
8
3
.

1
0
.
4
6

7
.
9
8

2
.
4
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
6
6
.
9
4

7
6
6
.
9
4

-
5
0
1
2
2
2
.

3
9
Y
A
K
I
N
A

7
1
2
5
4
0
.

4
.
5
4

.
0
0

4
.
5
4

4
3
3
6
3
.

1
.
4
o

6
7
5
.
5
9

6
6
5
.
4
3

-.
73

97
97

.



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d
G

ro
up

 3
-D

is
tr

ic
ts

 w
ith

 5
,0

00
-9

,9
99

 E
nr

ol
lm

en
t

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
N

O
.

M
E

N
T

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
}

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL
C

H
A

N
G

E
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L

C
O

M
.

LE
V

Y
A

C
T

U
A

L
M

IS
S

IO
N

(D
O

LL
A

R
S

)
C

O
M

-
A

C
T

U
A

L 
M

IS
S

IO
N

 C
H

A
N

G
E

D
O

LL
A

R
S

 P
E

R
C

E
N

T

;
)
K
E
h
c
i
L
.
1
C
K

1
7

1
4
3
7
.

3
.
0
9

.
0
0

3
.
0
9

4
0
5
6
6
,

3
.
7
3

6
5
0
.
5
1

67
4.

74
;

1
9
7
9
3
7
.

6
k
1
C
H
L
A
N
0

4
0
0

7
7
2
2
.

6
.
5
e

2
.
5
9

5
,
9
0

0
.

.
0
0

7
4
5
.
6
6

7
4
6
.
6
6

3
5
8
1
1
1
3
.

4
w
E
1
A
T
C
h
t
L

2
4
6

5
6
2
7
.

5
.
8
6

3
.
7
1

2
.
1
5

0
.

.
0
0

6
9
1
.
0
9

6
9
1
.
0
9

1
9
6
3
C
2
.

S
P
U
H
T
 
A
t
k
L
F
S

2
1

5
0
0
7
.

.
0
5

.
0
0

.
0
5

1
4
(
1
4
9
7
.

4
.
8
9

6
0
5
.
9
3

6
3
5
.
5
9

6
L
0
N
6
V
I
L
a

1
2
;
:

8
0
0
.

2
.
8
2

2
.
8
A

-
.
0
6

0
.

.
0
0

6
9
2
.
6
5

6
9
2
.
6
5

W
W
1
.

1
1
P
A
S
i
o

1
5
,
5
6
5
.

6
.
0
6

2
.
6
9

3
.
3
7

0
.

.
0
0

7
5
7
.
9
6

7
5
7
.
9
6

2
8
0
0
4
8
3
.

1
,
V
0
S
E
S
 
L
A
K
E

1
6
1

5
5
1
3
.

3
.
8
4

.
0
5

3
.
7
9

0
.

.
0
0

6
8
8
.
7
5

6
8
6
.
7
s

2
2
5
0
1
4
0
.

1
4
A
d
L
N
J
E
L
N

5
2
2
6
.

1
1
.
0
4

5
,
8
4

5
,
1
9

-
0
.

-
.
u
n

7
,
A
.
0
0

7
2
0
.
0
0

3
1
4
4
4
4
0
.

i
l
t
A
L
R
C
L
R
 
i
S
L
A
N

5
2
.
3
2
,

1
5
.
1
7

1
3
.
4
6

1
.
7
1

0
.

.
0
0

8
0
2
.
6
3

8
0
2
.
6
3

1
2
9
3
9
P
.

1
7
A
U
b
U
R
I
0

4
0
b

7
6
6
7
.

5
.
3
5

3
.
5
3

1
.
8
2

0
.

.
0
0

7
2
4
.
9
2

7
2
4
.
9
2

3
1
2
0
0
6
.

1
7
1
S
S
A
b
l
U
A
l
i

4
1
1

6
4
9
6
.

8
.
3
6

4
.
5
0

3
.
8
5

0
.

.
0
0

7
2
1
.
7
6

7
2
1
.
7
6

2
3
6
6
n
8
.

2
1
7
1
4
0
k
1
h
S
h
0
U

4
1
7

8
4
0
.

1
5
.
5
0

1
2
.
0
7

3
.
4
5

0
.

1
0
0

8
0
2
,
5
1

8
0
2
.
3
1

3
0
6
1
4
7
.

c
s
'
1
b
L
H
E
A
R
T
0
N

1
0
0

8
7
9
8
.

3
.
2
8

.
0
0

3
.
2
8

1
0
4
)
1
3
5
.

2
.
6
0

7
0
1
.
3
6

7
1
9
.
5
6

3
1
3
3
0
P
.

l
b
S
O
U
T
h
 
h
1
1
5
A
P
 
4
0
 
*
:

5
5
4
5
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
,
2
4
7
2
.

4
.
0
9

6
7
2
.
0
4

6
9
9
.
5
4

0
.

2
7
P
U
Y
A
L
L
U
P

9
5
3
3
.

8
.
7
1

3
.
7
8

4
.
9
4

0
.

.
0
0

6
8
5
.
2
9

6
8
5
.
2
9

-
3
8
4
.
4
A
7
.

2
7
F
R
A
N
K
L
1
i
4
 
P
I
E
.

4
0
2

8
0
6
1
.

1
0
.
6
3

(
P
.
:
7

0
.

.
0
0

6
8
9
.
2
9

6
8
9
.
2
9

4
5
7
1
7
4
4
.

3
2
C
E
N
1
I
<
A
L
 
V
A
L
L

3
5
6

8
3
2
.
9
.

9
.
9
8

6
.
7
4
;

0
.

.
0
0

6
4
3
.
8
7

6
4
3
.
8
7

2
4
8
0
M
.

3
4
w
0
H
r
i
i
 
T
N
U
R
S
T

3
5
7
3
1
.

1
.
9
1

.
0
0

1
.
9
1

4
5
8
6
0
.

1
.
3
4

5
9
8
.
9
2

6
0
6
.
9
3

1
2
3
3
0
1
.

3
4
0
L
Y
N
P
I
A

1
1
1

6
9
9
2
.

5
.
3
2

1
.
1
2

4
.
2
0

0
.

.
0
0

8
0
9
.
4
7

8
0
9
.
4
7

4
0
2
6
1
9
.

3
b
w
A
L
L
A
 
W
A
L
L
A

1
4
0

6
4
2
3
.

6
.
4
8

5
.
4
3

1
.
0
5

0
.

-
.
4
0

7
5
1
.
4
3

7
5
1
.
4
3

1
1
3
1
9
0
.

3
7
b
E
L
L
I
N
G
H
A
M

5
0
1

8
5
5
0
.

.
6
8

.
0
0

.
6
8

2
0
9
5
2
.

4
.
6
9

6
5
8
.
3
4

6
8
9
.
2
1

8
1
4
8
7
.



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d
G

ro
up

 4
-D

is
tr

ic
ts

w
ith

 2
,6

00
-4

,9
99

E
nr

ol
lm

en
t

T
O
T
A
L
 
F
U
N
D
S
 
P
E
R
 
P
U
P
I
L

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
N

O
..

M
E

N
T

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

I
N
C
R
E
A
S
E
I
N

A
C
T
U
A
L

C
O

M
-

M
IS

S
IO

N

C
H
A
N
G
E
 
I
N

S
P
E
C
I
A
L

L
E
V
Y

(
D
O
L
L
A
R
S
)

C
O

M
-

A
C

T
U

A
L 

M
IS

S
IO

N
 C

H
A

N
G

E
T

O
T

A
LF

U
N

D
S

D
O
L
L
A
R
S
 
P
E
R
C
E
N
T

L
A
k
K
S
T
(
J
f
j

0
L
V
L
H
G
1
E
E
i
l

2
5
0

1
1
4

3
0
8
7
.

4
5
9
1
.

2
.
1
7

1
.
0
2

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
.
1
7

1
.
0
2

5
9
9
5
9
.

1
9
1
6
9
.

3
.
1
3

4
.
6
1

6
1
9
.
8
6

6
1
0
.
9
4

6
3
9
.
2
P

6
3
9
.
0
8

.
5
F
1
6
4
0
.

3
A
2
9
8
.

W
A
T
T
L
E
 
G
a
U
N

1
1
9

3
6
8
0
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
3
4
4
1
.

2
.
6
6

6
4
7
.
3
4

b
b
4
.
6
7

0
.

e
K
E
L
S
Q

4
0
.
5

4
9
9
5
.

1
.
7
2

.
0
0

1
.
7
2

5
0
8
3
2
.

1
.
0
8

6
0
7
.
1
3

6
1
7
.
3
1

.
8
4
3
4
3
.

9
L
A
S
W
O
N
T

2
0
6

3
2
8
8
.

6
.
1
2

1
.
0
2

5
.
1
0

0
.

.
0
0

6
1
2
.
4
4

6
1
2
.
4
4

1
2
9
5
1
5
.

1
4
h
U
Q
L
1
A
P
I

2
6

3
0
7
3
.

1
.
8
8

.
5
8

1
.
3
0

0.
-
.
0
0

6
2
1
.
1
2

6
2
1
.
1
2

-
6
4
2
4
5
.

1
5
U
A
K
 
H
A
R
u
o
k

2
0
1

4
3
2
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
8
3
0
8
1
.

6
.
3
8

6
6
3
.
9
6

7
0
6
.
2
9

0
.

1
7
L
N
U
K
L
A
6

2
1
0

6
3
0
7
.

5
.
9
3

1
.
5
9

4
.
3
4

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
7
7
.
0
2

6
7
7
.
0
2

-
1
8
0
7
0
7
.

1
.
0
N
0
I
I
1
H
 
K
i
r
5
A
V

4
0
0

2
7
2
7
.

3
.
3
7

.
9
9

2
.
3
4

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
9
6
.
0
7

6
9
6
.
0
7

-
8
3
6
4
5
.

1
b
L
L
4
T
R
A
L
 
V
I
T
S

4
0
1

3
7
7
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
4
0
7
1
7
.

5
.
7
7

6
4
6
.
6
1

6
8
3
.
9
6

o
.

1
9
1
L
L
W
.
;
f
3
U
N
G

4
0
1

3
0
3
7
.

5
.
6
2

2
.
7
8

2
.
8
5

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
6
0
.
5
7

7
6
0
.
5
7

-
1
3
2
5
5
4
.

2
1
C
L
1
 
1
I
A
L
I
A

4
0
1

3
2
7
0
.

6
.
0
8

1
.
6
0

4
.
4
8

-
0
.

7
1
7
.
3
7

7
1
7
.
3
7

-
1
4
5
5
3
/
.

2
X
J
H
E
L
i
O
N

2
7
U
1
4
1
\
I
E
R
S
1
1
Y
 
P

3
0
9

8
3

3
1
2
7
.

3
4
3
4
.

.
0
0

5
.
7
2

.
0
0

.
4
5

5
Z
)

5
6
4
-
0
.

5
8
.

2
.
7
7

-
.
0
0

6
5
1
.
3
4

6
0
5
.
9
4

6
6
9
.
4
0

6
0
5
.
9
4

0
.

.
I
S
A
6
3
2
.

2
-
4
,
4
1
4
L
R

3
2
0

3
3
2
4
.

8
.
1
1

1
.
7
2

6
.
3
9

-
0
,

6
9
4
.
6
3

6
9
4
.
6
3

-
1
7
8
4
7
3
.

2
7
P
E
N
1
1
4
S
1
J
L
A

4
6
1

2
0
7
5
.

8
.
9
9

6
.
0
3

2
.
9
6

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
6
9
.
2
9

7
6
1
.
2
9

-
1
0
3
2
4
A
.

2
7
0
E
T
H
L
L

4
9
3

4
.
5
5
9
.

5
.
5
4

.
0
0

5
.
5
4

6
9
1
3
5
.

2
.
3
2

6
7
2
.
4
2

b
8
8
.
0
5

-
1
7
2
5
3
9
.

2
9
S
L
U
R
O
 
W
O
o
L
L
L

1
0
1

2
9
9
5
.

3
.
1
0

.
0
0

3
.
1
0

4
5
6
6
8
.

2
.
2
2

6
8
6
.
0
7

7
0
1
.
3
2

-
1
1
4
%
7
7
.

2
9
1
,
1
 
V
O
i
N
o
.

3
2
0

3
4
i
7
.

8
.
6
3

0
.
3
4

2
.
2
9

-
.
0
0

7
4
7
.
6
5

7
4
7
.
6
5

-
1
0
1
7
1
1
1
.

3
1
N
I
U
K
1
L
T
L
O

6
4
4
5
9
.

4
.
8
7

2
.
5
7

2
.
2
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
3
9
.
8
6

7
3
9
.
6
6

-
2
5
5
3
8
4
.

3
1
N
A
k
Y
S
V
1
L
L
L

2
5

4
5
7
4
.

5
.
0
0

.
6
3

4
.
3
6

-
U
.

-
.
0
0

6
5
5
.
9
4

6
5
5
.
9
4

-
2
2
1
5
%
.

3
1
S
1
'
i
O
i
l
u
i
v
E
)
H

2
0
1

4
6
1
5
.

4
.
7
4

1
.
2
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
5
2
.
5
9

6
:
3
2
.
5
9

-
1
2
2
V
1
0
.

3
2
m
L
A
L
)

3
5
4

3
6
6
0
.

7
.
4
6

.
5
1

(
3
)
.
1
,
4
)
:

-
0
.

-
.
o
u

6
6
0
.
7
5

6
6
0
.
7
5

-
2
8
5
2
9
6
.

i
k
f
t
S
T
 
V
A
L
L
L
Y

4
6
3

3
7
4
6
.

6
,
1
4

2
,
5
0

3
.
6
5

-
0
.

-
.
o
u

6
8
4
.
0
2

6
8
4
.
0
2

-
1
5
3
9
7
3
.

3
9
5
U
N
N
Y
S
l
u
i
-

e
o
7

2
0
1

2
7
9
6
.

3
0
8
G
.

1
0
.
4
9

.
8
2

7
.
3
2

.
0
0

3
:
t
27

-
0
.

2
0
2
5
6
1
.

-
.
u
u

8
.
4
1

7
6
0
.
5
9

G
5
4
.
6
6

7
6
1
/
.
5
9

7
0
9
.
7
0

-
1
3
4
0
1
9
.

-
2
P
5
P
n
.

,
5
9
1
U
P
P
L
N
1
a
l
i

2
0
2

2
7
6
9
.

2
.
0
6

.
0
0

2
.
0
6

1
9
8
2
7
1
.

1
0
.
7
5

6
6
8
.
5
9

7
4
0
.
4
6

-
4
9
2
1
7
.

.
5
9
0
A
f
r
A
T
O

2
0
7

2
6
1
.
6
.

5
.
0
0

.
0
0

5
.
U
U

1
0
2
9
6
3
.

4
.
3
6

8
3
7
.
6
9

8
7
4
.
2
5

.
.
.
1
1
0
1
4
0
1
.

3
9
'
0
E
S
I
 
V
A
L
L
E
Y

2
0
b

2
7
9
1
.

4
.
6
3

.
0
0

4
2
8
2
7
.

g
.
3
3

6
5
7
.
4
7

6
7
2
.
8
1

1
2
2
4
1
6
.



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d
G

ro
up

 5
-D

is
tr

ic
ts

 w
ith

 1
,6

00
-2

,5
99

 E
nr

ol
lm

en
t

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
N

O
.,

M
E
N
T

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

T
O
T
A
L
F
U
N
D
S

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL

C
O
M
-

A
C
T
U
A
L

M
IS

S
IO

N

C
H

A
N

G
E

 IN
S

P
E

C
IA

L
L
E
V
Y

i
c
x
x
v
u
m

C
O
M
-

i
g
A
T
I
L
.

M
IS

S
IO

N
C
H
A
N
G
E

D
O
L
L
A
R
S

P
E
R
C
E
N
T

1
0
T
H
E
L
L
C

3
P
H
U
S
S
E
E

1
4
7

1
1
6

2
0
6
6
.

1
9
8
4
.

4
.
7
6

.
5
8

2
.
1
8

.
0
0

2
.
5
8

.
5
8

0
.

1
3
4
0
4
1
.

.
0
0

1
0
.
3
1

7
2
8
.
2
8

6
5
5
.
4
7

7
2
8
.
2
8

7
2
3
.
0
4

8
4
8
0
2
.

1
3
6
7
7
.

b
w
A
S
h
O
U
G
A
L

1
1
2

/
7
4
8
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

5
0
6
4
5
.

4
.
1
8

6
9
2
.
3
5

7
2
1
.
3
2

c
o
.

O
L
A
N
A
S

1
1
7

2
3
4
5
.

3
.
2
1

2
 
.
7
7

.
4
4

0
.

.
0
0

7
2
6
.
4
5

7
2
6
.
4
5

3
0
7
P
7
.

1
3
u
U
1
N
C
Y

1
4
4

1
7
6
8
.

5
.
3
7

4
.
5
3
1

.
8
4

-
0
.

0
0
0

7
3
9
.
3
7

7
3
9
.
3
7

2
2
7
7
8
.

1
3
E
P
H
R
A
T
A

1
6
5

1
8
8
2
.

7
.
9
5

3
.
9
7

3
,
9
9

0
.

.
0
0

7
6
0
.
0
3

7
6
0
.
0
3

8
2
5
1
5
.

1
7
v
A
S
H
O
N
 
I
S
L
A
N

4
0
2

1
6
9
1
t
.

9
.
1
2

5
.
0
1

4
.
1
2

0
.

.
0
0

7
1
5
.
8
5

7
1
5
.
8
5

8
0
1
6
7
.

1
1
S
u
U
T
H
 
C
L
O
P
A

4
0
6

2
3
5
7
.

9
.
8
4

7
.
4
6

2
.
3
8

0
.

0
0
0

7
9
6
.
9
9

7
9
6
.
9
9

.
1
0
7
3
%
8
.

1
7
1
A
h
u
i
4

4
0
9

2
3
5
8
.

7
,
8
9

5
.
0
8

2
.
8
0

0
.

.
0
0

6
9
7
.
9
6

6
9
7
.
9
6

6
1
7
3
1
.

1
7
S
N
U
u
1
A
L
1
'
4
I
L
 
V

4
1
0

2
4
7
6
.

3
.
2
4

1
.
6
3

1
.
6
1

0
.

.
0
0

6
9
4
.
8
7

6
9
4
.
8
7

6
7
2
9
8
.

1
6
B
A
I
N
D
R
I
L
A
E

.
5
0
3

g
o
2
o
.

8
.
0
4

5
,
4
2

2
.
6
2

0
.

.
0
0

7
1
5
.
1
8

7
1
5
.
1
8

8
1
6
2
1
.

2
I
C
H
L
A
I
A
L
I
S

3
0
C

2
1
9
1
.

2
.
.
9
5

.
5
6

2
.
3
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

8
1
0
.
7
7

8
1
0
.
7
7

7
0
3
6
0
.

2
7
F
1
F
E

4
1
7

2
0
8
T
.

5
.
3
8

.
0
0

5
.
3
8

5
8
7
3
.

.
4
2

6
7
5
.
6
4

6
7
8
.
4
5

.
4
7
3
4
5
.

2
9
1
J
U
K
L
I
N
G
T
O
1

L
1
0
0

2
5
0
9
.

4
.
6
7

2
.
4
2

2
.
2
5

0
.

.
0
0

6
7
5
.
4
4

6
7
5
.
4
4

6
9
6
n
1
.

2
9
A
N
A
C
O
R
T
L
s

1
0
3

0
2
8
.

4
.
8
6

3
.
5
2

1
.
3
4

0
.

.
0
0

7
5
9
.
6
9

7
5
9
.
6
9

9
3
3
1
9
.

3
1
L
A
K
L
 
S
I
L
V
E
N
S

4
2
3
0
6
.

6
.
2
6

.
0
0

6
.
2
6

7
4
4
3
.

.
5
0

6
5
2
.
0
8

6
5
5
.
3
0

1
2
8
1
3
1
.

3
1
A
R
L
i
h
G
T
0
N

1
6

2
1
2
6
.

8
.
1
2

4
.
6
4

3
.
4
8

-
0
.

.
(
1
0

7
1
7
.
9
8

7
1
7
.
9
8

7
0
3
5
1
.

3
1
m
0
N
R
u
L

1
0
3

2
0
1
3
.

1
1
.
7
2

1
0
.
5
0

1
.
2
2

-
0
.

.
0
0

7
2
9
.
8
2

7
2
9
.
4
2

4
'
2
8
0
1
1
.

3
2
M
L
U
I
C
A
L
 
L
A
K
E

3
2
6

2
0
6
2
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
o
n

6
3
5
4
5
.

3
.
8
0

1
1
1
,
1
4

8
4
1
.
9
5

0
.

3
2
C
H
L
N
L
Y

3
6
0

2
8
i
9
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
5
1
6
9
9
.

8
.
5
2

7
0
6
.
4
2

7
6
6
.
6
3

o
.

3
2
L
A
5
T
 
V
A
L
L
E
Y

3
6
1

2
0
1
4
.

3
.
5
1

3
.
0
1

.
5
0

0
.

.
0
0

6
8
8
.
4
7

6
8
8
.
4
7

2
0
5
4
3
.

3
4
1
u
M
l
i
g
A
1
L
k

3
3

2
3
7
1
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
4
1
5
4
4
.

9
.
7
9

6
0
9
.
9
4

6
6
9
.
6
4

0
.

3
7
1
 
E
1
0
4
D
A
L
L

5
0
2

2
4
5
6
.

.
8
9

.
0
0

.
8
9

3
9
3
7
0
.

2
.
3
7

6
7
6
.
5
4

6
9
2
.
5
7

7
0
0
2
9
.

3
9
S
E
L
A
t
i

1
1
9

2
0
7
0
.

5
.
0
3

1
.
0
8

3
.
9
4

0
.

.
0
0

6
7
6
.
8
8

6
7
6
.
8
8

6
9
5
7
8
.

3
9
u
R
A
N
L
A
I
I
E
'
.
4

2
0
u

2
1
2
0
.

.
4
8

.
0
1
)

.
4
8

9
5
6
8
7
.

6
.
0
6

7
4
5
.
0
7

7
9
0
.
2
0

1
0
6
5
4
.



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

G
ro

up
 6

-D
is

tr
ic

ts
w

ith
 1

,0
00

4,
59

9 
E

nr
ol

lm
en

t

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL
C

H
A

N
G

E
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
C
O
M
-

T
O
T
A
L
F
U
N
D
S

C
O
M
-

L
E
V
Y

N
O
.

M
E
N
T

A
C
T
U
A
L

M
IS

S
IO

N
 C

H
A

N
G

E
 D

O
LL

A
R

S
P

E
R

C
E

N
T

A
C

T
U

A
L

M
IS

S
IO

N
(D

O
LL

A
R

S
I

4
C
A
S
h
i
i
t
i
R
L

1
2
2

5
S
E
(
i
u
I
M

3
2
6

b
i
D
1
L
L
A
T
D
T
E
 
V
 
4
0
1

6
R
1
D
G
E
F
1
E
L
U

1
2
2

0
C
A
S
1
L
E
 
R
o
C
K

4
0
1

6
w
0
0
J
L
A
N
D

4
0
4

1
1
N
0
R
1
H
 
f
R
A
N
K
L

5
1

1
4
M
O
N
F
E
S
A
N
O

6
6

1
4
L
L
M
A

6
8

13
16

P
O

N
1

T
O
v
W
S
E
N

5
0

`
0
2
0
w
H
I
T
E
 
S
A
L
M
O
N
 
4
0
5

2
1
w
H
I
T
L
 
P
A
S
S

3
0
3

2
4
0
1
,
4
A
K

1
9

2
5
R
A
Y
m
O
N
U

1
1
6

2
7
D
U
 
P
O
N
T

7

2
7
V
0
1
1
1
1
L
 
R
1
V
L
P

4
1
6

3
1
5
1
A
N
w
0
0
o

4
0
1

.
5
2
D
E
L
R
 
P
A
R
K

4
1
4

3
6
L
O
L
V
i
L
L
E

1
1
5

3
4
1
E
L
N

2

6
7
B
L
A
I
N
E

5
0
3

3
7
L
Y
N
U
E
N

5
0
4

i
l
h
L
R
I
D
I
A
N

5
0
5

3
7
N
o
U
K
S
A
C
K
 
V
A
L
 
5
0
6

6
7
m
O
U
N
T
 
B
A
K
E
R

5
0
7

6
9
N
A
C
H
L
S
 
V
A
L
L
E

3

i
9
M
O
X
E
E

9
0

6
9
G
R
A
N
G
E
R

2
0
4

3
9
m
O
U
N
T
 
A
U
A
N
S

20
9

1
0
5
2
.

9
.
6
3

5
.
0
7
 
4
.
5
4

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
1
3
.
3
0

7
1
3
.
3
0

1
2
4
5
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
0
3
0
4
.

2
.
4
0

6
7
9
.
6
6

6
9
5
.
9
7

1
1
5
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
5
6
8
9
.

4
.
4
5

6
9
4
.
9
4

7
2
5
.
8
8

1
3
4
1
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
2
3
0
5
.

1
.
4
4

6
3
8
.
3
3

6
4
7
.
5
1

1
4
6
2
.

1
.
2
1

.
0
0

1
.
2
1

1
3
4
4
4
.

1
.
5
4

5
8
8
.
9
4

5
9
8
.
0
1

1
0
3
1
.

.
7
4

.
9
7
 
-
.
2
3

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
6
9
.
7
6

6
6
9
.
7
6

1
3
1
2
.

2
9
q

2
.
1
2

.
8
8

m
i
0
.

-
.
0
0

8
3
3
.
6
2

8
3
3
.
6
2

1
3
6
1
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

5
7
6
9
.

.
7
1

5
9
2
.
9
6

5
9
7
.
2
0

1
4
5
8
.

3
.
9
1

.
0
0

3
.
9
1

6
2
8
1
.

.
6
7

6
4
5
.
2
8

6
4
9
.
5
8

1
4
9
8
.

2
.
9
1

1
.
8
1

1
.
1
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

8
9
1
.
9
2

8
9
1
.
9
2

1
1
1
9
.

4
.
8
0

1
.
3
4

3
.
4
6

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
7
1
.
7
7

6
7
1
.
7
7

1
0
0
7
.

.
1
6

.
0
0

.
1
8

4
5
2
0
7
.

6
.
3
0

7
1
2
.
8
9

7
5
7
.
7
8

1
5
7
5
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
8
4
7
1
.

6
.
1
5

7
0
6
.
8
7

7
5
0
.
3
4

1
0
1
6
.

2
.
7
0

1
.
9
1

.
7
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
2
7
.
3
5

6
0
.
3
5

1
3
5
0
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

4
5
6
3
8
.

4
.
3
8

7
7
2
.
0
1

8
0
5
.
8
1

.
6
0

7
.
2
1

1
4
4
6
.

7
.
8
1

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
2
0
4
.
7
9

1
2
0
4
.
7
9

1
4
8
1
.

.
0
0

.
0
2

-
.
0
2

-
6
8
1
5
.

-
.
7
1

6
4
3
.
6
8

6
3
9
.
0
8

1
0
6
0
.

1
.
0
6

.
0
0

1
.
0
6

2
7
4
1
2
.

4
.
0
5

6
3
9
.
1
2

6
6
4
.
9
7

1
5
5
0
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
0
6
5
9
0
.

1
0
.
1
2

6
7
9
.
1
7

7
4
7
.
9
3

1
2
3
3
.

4
.
1
4

3
.
4
6

.
6
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
7
6
.
8
7

6
7
b
.
8
7

1
0
0
3
.

5
.
6
1

2
.
5
0

3
.
1
1

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
1
0
.
3
9

7
1
0
.
3
9

1
2
9
9
.

3
.
2
6

.
0
0

3
.
2
6

1
5
1
2
.

.
1
7

6
7
1
.
1
0

6
7
2
.
2
6

1
0
0
4
.

.
3
8

.
0
0

.
3
8

1
8
9
1
2
.

3
.
1
9

5
9
0
.
9
3

6
0
9
.
7
7

1
0
1
7
.

5
.
7
1

3
.
2
4

2
.
4
8

6
.
0
.

6
*
.
0
0

6
8
7
.
8
6

6
8
7
.
8
6

1
1
8
9
.

2
.
0
7

.
1
8

1
.
8
6

6
.
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
5
6
.
9
7

7
5
6
.
9
7

1
2
8
2
.

.
1
7

.
0
0

.
1
7

5
5
7
3
3
.

6
.
7
4

6
4
4
.
9
7

6
8
8
.
4
5

1
5
9
.

1
.
2
5

.
0
0

1
.
2
5

2
9
7
9
1
.

3
.
2
8

5
9
5
.
0
5

6
1
4
.
5
4

1
1
g
6
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
8
2
6
9
.

8
6
2

7
0
3
.
1
5

7
6
3
0
7
7

1
0
0
5
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
8
2
5
9
.

4
.
2
9

8
8
6
.
0
0

9
2
4
.
0
5

-
4
5
5
7
1
.
0
.
0
.

0
.

-
1
6
7
,
4

8
1
1
9
.

4
°
2
8
2
1
7
.
0
.

-
4
3
8
6
8
.

-
2
7
8
7
5
.

-
4
3
4
4
3
.

-
4
5
8
2
. 0
.

(
-
1
5
9
7
1
. 0
.

-
1
3
0
7
6
1
.

6
6
2
.

6
°
1
2
0
6
7
. 0
.

-
1
2
1
2
8
.

-
5
1
8
1
9
.

-
7
1
2
8
4
.

.
2
7
6
2
.

(
.
4
1
6
0
8
.

-
3
8
4
3
2
.

25
55

.
19

99
4. 0. 0
.



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d
G
r
o
u
p
 
7
-
D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s

w
ith

 5
00

-9
99

E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

SC
H

O
O

L
D

IS
T

R
IC

T
D
I
S
T
.
 
E
N
R
O
L
L
-

N
O
.

M
F
N
T

S
P
E
C
I
A
L
 
L
E
V
Y
 
(
M
I
L
L
S
)

I
N
C
R
E
A
S
E

I
N

F
U
N
D
S

C
O
M
-

A
C
T
U
A
L
 
M
I
S
S
I
O
N
 
C
H
A
N
G
E

T
O
T
A
L

D
O
L
L
A
R
S
 
P
E
R
C
E
N
T

1
R
1
n
V
I
L
a

1
6
0

5
9
6
.

4
.
6
1
3

4
.
4
6

.
2
2

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

3
K
1
O
N
A
 
b
L
N
1
O
N

5
2

6
9
6
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
5
0
6
2
.

3
.
3
0

3
1
;
1
1
\
4
_
0

5
6

5
1
5
.

7
.
3
9

5
.
2
0

2
.
1
5

-
0
.

-
.
U
0

4
L
L
A
V
E
N
h
u
R
T
H

1
2
6

6
9
2
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
4
3
6
0
.

3
.
0
7

4
U
H
E
L
A
N

1
2
9

9
3
9
.

4
.
8
1

3
.
2
0

1
.
6
1

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

4
P
E
S
H
A
S
1
 
1
N
-
U
R

2
0
0

5
1
9
.

5
.
6
6

3
.
0
7

2
.
5
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

5
C
A
P
E
 
F
L
A
T
T
E
R

4
0
1

5
9
7
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

e
1
2
4
7
.

3
.
8
4

6
L
A
L
L
N
T
E
R

1
0
1

5
0
4
.

1
.
5
9

.
2
8

1
.
3
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

W
A
Y
T
O
N

9
3
8
.

2
.
8
7

1
.
6
6

1
.
2
1

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
K
A
L
A
1
A

4
0
2

7
4
6
.

.
0
0

.
4
6

-
.
4
6

-
1
8
2
0
.

-
.
3
8

1
2
P
0
M
L
1
0
/

1
1
0

b
2
4
.

.
7
6

.
0
0

.
7
6

2
4
1
9
4
.

3
.
9
9

1
3
6
R
A
N
D
 
C
O
U
L
E
L

5
5

6
0
6
.

5
.
8
0

2
.
8
8

2
.
9
2

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1

1
3
W
A
R
b
E
N

1
4
6

6
3
0
9
.

1
0
.
1
5

9
.
2
P

.
8
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
3
O
Y
A
L

1
6
0

7
3
7
.

9
.
3
2

8
.
3
7

.
9
5

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1

1
4
k
O
R
T
H
 
P
E
A
C
H

6
4

7
9
1
.

.
7
5

.
0
0

.
7
5

5
5
5
0
3
.

1
0
.
4
3

1
4
o
C
O
S
T
A

1
7
2

7
6
1
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
r

-
2
2
2
.

-
.
0
4

N
D

1
5
C
O
U
P
E
V
1
L
L
E

2
0
4

5
8
2
.

6
.
9
5

4
.
5
8

2
.
3
7

-
0
.

-
0
0

0
0

1
5
5
0
U
1
H
 
W
H
I
D
O
E

1
6
C
H
1
6
1
A
C
U
M

2
0
6 4
9

9
a
0
.

5
7
8
.

1
.
7
o

.
6
8

.
0
0

2
.
1
3

.
7
n

-
.
4
4

4
3
2
5
.

-
0
.

.
7
7

-
.
0
0

1
7
L
O
W
L
R
 
S
N
O
O
U
A

4
0
7

9
5
8
.

6
.
8
8

5
.
6
1

1
.
2
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
9
C
L
E
.
 
E
L
U
M
-
R
O
S

4
0
4

8
8
1
.

4
.
6
7

2
.
6
4

2
.
0
3

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
u
G
O
L
U
L
N
U
A
L
E

4
0
4

9
3
9
.

2
.
5
3

.
2
8

2
.
2
4

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
1
M
0
S
S
/
R
O
C
K

2
0
6

5
5
0
.

2
.
9
8

1
.
9
1

1
.
0
6

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
1
M
0
R
T
O
N

2
1
4

b
9
1
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

4
0
6
5
.

.
8
0

2
1
V
I
1
N
L
O
C
K

2
3
2

6
9
3
.

3
.
3
9

.
0
0

3
.
3
9

3
2
7
7
.

.
7
0

2
1
1
0
L
E
U
0

2
3
7

6
8
4
.

1
.
1
7

.
8
4

.
3
4

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
1
0
N
A
L
A
S
K
A

3
0
0

5
5
2
.

3
.
1
2

1
.
4
1

1
.
7
1

a
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
0
U
L
S
S
A

1
0
5

5
4
0
.

4
.
2
q

4
.
0
1

.
2
8

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
3
1
4
0
R
T
H
 
M
A
s
O
N

4
0
3

6
2
2
.

4
.
5
7

3
.
5
P

.
9
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
4
0
K
A
N
O
G
A
N

1
0
5

9
0
0
,

.
5
5

7
.
8
3

-
7
.
2
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
4
8
H
E
w
S
T
E
R

1
1
1

5
5
0
.

5
.
0
3

4
.
8
1

.
2
2

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

2
4
L
O
U
L
E
E
 
E
i
A
M

2
4
T
0
N
A
S
K
E
T

4
0
1

4
0
4

7
5
8
.

9
4
9
.

1
6
.
0
0

.
0
0

9
.
2
2

.
0
0

6
.
7
9

.
0
0

3
0
8
-
0
:

3
5

-
.
0
0

4
.
8
8

2
4
0
R
O
V
I
L
L
L

4
1
0

9
4
4
.

1
.
5
6

.
0
0

1
.
5
6

4
5
9
5
9
.

6
.
9
3

T
O

T
A

L
F
U
N
D
S
 
P
E
R
 
P
U
P
I
L

A
C
T
U
A
L

9
4
0
.
1
7

V
;
:
t

6
7
4
.
6
6

6
9
5
.
9
2

6
7
9
.
7
4

9
2
6
.
2
4

6
9
3
.
1
9

7
5
0
.
9
3

6
4
2
.
9
1

7
3
6
.
6
6

7
8
9
.
5
3

9
1
3
.
8
2

8
4
0
.
7
1

7
5
8
.
8
0

6
6
8
.
4
1

8
5
0
.
6
5

6
1
3
.
7
1

7
4
3
.
0
1

7
0
4
.
1
0

7
1
3
.
7
3

6
9
9
.
9
6

8
5
6
.
5
7

7
3
6
.
3
1

6
7
1
.
5
1

6
8
9
.
5
2

7
8
5
.
4
7

8
1
1
.
4
6

7
2
7
.
1
6

7
4
4
.
6
5

7
9
8
.
3
2

7
5
6
.
2
6

6
6
5
.
1
3

7
0
2
.
4
5

C
O
M
-

M
I
S
S
I
O
N

C
H
A
N
G
E
I
N

S
P
E
C
I
A
L

L
E
V
Y

D
O

L
L

A
R

SI

9
1
4
0
.
1
1

6
7
6
.
9
4

0
.

7
9
o
.
5
8

-
2
4
2
6
2
.

6
9
5
.
4
0

0
.

6
9
5
.
9
2

-
1
2
3
0
7
7
.

6
7
9
.
7
4

-
1
3
9
2
n
.

9
6
1
.
8
2

n
.

6
9
3
.
1
9

-
1
0
9
2
1
.

7
5
0
.
9
3

-
2
7
4
8
4
.

6
4
0
.
4
7

1
2
3
R
O
.

7
6
6
.
0
4

-
1
9
2
3
4
.

7
8
9
.
5
3

-
1
4
6
6
0
.

9
1
3
.
8
2

-
1
0
5
5
5
.

8
4
0
.
7
1

-
1
1
1
7
0
.

8
3
7
.
9
6

-
2
3
5
1
4
.

6
6
8
.
1
2

0
.

8
5
0
.
6
5

-
2
7
0
7
1
.

6
1
8
.
4
1

-
1
4
1
3
9
.

7
4
3
.
0
1

4
1
2
9
.

7
0
4
.
1
0

-
1
8
4
2
1
.

7
1
3
.
7
3

-
2
7
4
3
1
.

6
9
9
.
9
6

-
3
4
2
3
7
.

8
5
6
.
5
7

-
2
0
6
R
8
.

7
4
2
.
2
0

0
.

6
7
6
.
2
4

-
1
9
0
3
2
.

6
8
9
.
5
2

-
5
1
5
6
.

7
8
5
.
4
7

-
1
8
8
9
9
.

8
1
1
.
4
6

-
4
7
9
7
.

7
2
7
.
1
6

-
1
9
6
6
4
.

7
4
4
.
6
5

8
5
1
4
2
.

7
9
8
.
3
2

-
2
4
1
5
.

7
5
6
.
2
6

-
2
3
2
9
6
.

6
9
7
.
6
1

0
.

7
5
1
.
1
4

-
2
2
6
3
7
.



T
a
b
l
e
 
4
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

G
r
o
u
p
 
7
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

S
C
H
O
O
L

D
I
S
T
.
 
E
N
R
O
L
L
-

D
I
S
T
R
I
C
T

N
O
.

M
E
N
T

S
P
E
C
I
A
L
L
E
V
Y
(
M
I
L
L
S
)

I
N
C
R
E
A
S
E
I
N

F
U
N
D
S

T
O
T
A
L
F
U
N
D
S
P
E
R
P
U
P
I
L

C
H
A
N
G
E
I
N

S
P
E
C
I
A
L

C
O
M
.

L
E
V
Y

1
g
a
 
1
1
A
U
,

I
f
f
i
f
i
g
a
 
m
a
w
=

C
O
M
-

A
C
T
U
A
k
 
M
I
S
S
I
O
N

C
H
A
N
G
E

T
O
T
A
L

D
O
L
L
A
R
S

P
E
R
C
E
N
T

2
5
0
C
E
A
N
 
B
L
A
C
H

1
0
1

8
7
9
.

.
7
4

.
8
9

-
.
1
5

-
0
.

.
0
0

6
9
5
.
4
7

6
9
5
.
4
7

3
5
9
0
.

2
5
S
0
U
T
H
 
B
E
N
D

1
1
8

6
8
3
.

1
.
4
0

1
.
1
4

.
2
5

-
0
.

6
4
9
.
7
2

6
4
9
.
7
2

-
2
4
4
2
.

2
5
N
A
S
E
L
L
E
 
6
R
A
Y

1
5
5

5
2
5

4
.
4
7

3
.
2
0

1
.
2
8

-
0
.

8
1
5
.
7
4

8
1
5
.
7
4

-
1
9
8
6
0
.

2
5
W
1
L
L
A
P
A
 
V
A
L
L

1
6
0

5
1
1
.

2
.
8
5

2
.
8
1

.
0
5

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
7
8
.
4
1

7
7
8
.
4
1

-
7
8
6
.

2
6
N
E
W
P
O
R
T

5
6

6
6
2
.

1
.
3
3

.
0
0

1
.
3
3

1
0
5
3
7
.

2
.
0
4

7
5
7
.
5
0

7
7
2
.
9
6

-
1
4
8
7
0
.

2
7
5
1
L
1
L
A
C
O
0
4

6
0
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
3
7
9
0
.

5
.
3
2

6
4
0
.
4
0

6
7
4
.
4
9

0
.

2
7
U
W
I
N
G

3
4
4

7
1
2
.

1
0
.
4
3

8
.
5
6

1
.
8
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

6
1
2
.
6
6

6
1
2
.
6
6

.
.
"
9
2
7
1
.

2
7
L
A
1
O
N
V
I
L
L
E

4
0
4

9
9
0
.

2
.
2
9

.
4
1

1
.
8
9

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
4
4
.
8
2

7
4
4
.
8
2

-
4
0
5
5
7
.

w
2
9
C
0
N
C
R
E
T
E

1
0
2

5
2
9
.

3
.
!
_
%
7

3
.
3
3

.
2
3

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
9
0
.
0
6

7
9
0
.
0
6

4
4
4
2
.

3
0
S
T
E
V
E
N
5
0
h

3
8
7
4
.

.
6
2

.
2
7

.
3
6

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
1
9
4
.
6
2

1
1
9
4
.
6
2

4
3
5
4
.

J
1
S
U
L
T
A
N

3
0

3
1
O
A
K
R
I
N
G
T
O

J
3
0

6
5
2
.

6
 
2
2
.

7
.
4
1

.
3
8

3
.
7
7

.
0
0

3
.
6
5

.
3
8

-
0
.

4
8
9
3
.

-
.
0
0

1
.
2
2

6
7
2
.
3
4

6
4
2
.
4
1

6
7
2
.
3
4

6
5
0
.
2
8

.
2
3
4
9
0
.

-
2
n
4
3
.

3
1
6
k
A
k
I
n
 
F
A
L
L

3
3
2

b
o
i
2
L
1
6
E
R
T
Y

3
6
e

6
8
1
.

5
4
2
.

4
.
6
0

2
.
3
4

3
.
0
0

2
.
3
7

1
.
5
9

-
.
0
2

-
 
0
.

0
.

-
.
0
0

.
0
0

6
3
1
.
3
9

8
9
7
.
2
9

6
3
1
.
3
9

8
9
7
.
2
9

-
1
2
3
1
4
.

5
0
5
.

A
L

3
2
R
1
V
E
R
S
I
U
L

4
1
6

8
5
0
.

2
.
8
2

.
0
0

2
.
8
2

t
6
5
9
4
.

3
.
0
6

6
3
8
.
9
9

6
5
8
.
5
2

-
1
7
5
0
0
.

c
o
 
J
J
C
H
L
o
i
L
L
A
H

3
0

7
0
3
.

.
9
0

.
0
0

.
9
0

4
2
9
3
.

.
9
2

6
6
6
.
3
9

6
7
2
.
5
0

6
8
1
6
.

3
3
K
E
T
I
L
E
 
F
A
L
L
S

2
1
2

b
i
g
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
6
2
5
5
.

5
.
8
5

7
2
4
.
6
1

7
6
7
.
0
3

0
.

3
4
R
O
C
H
E
S
T
E
R

4
0
1

8
2
7
.

o
n

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
0
7
6
8
.

5
.
1
3

7
2
5
.
8
5

7
6
3
.
0
5

O
.

3
4
1
1
N
1
R
0

4
0
2

7
7
4
.

1
.
5
5

.
0
0

1
.
5
5

2
3
6
1
7
.

4
.
6
0

6
6
3
.
0
4

6
9
3
.
5
6

-
1
1
4
8
4
.

3
5
w
A
h
K
I
A
K
U
M

2
0
u

(
4
4
.

2
.
6
7

1
.
1
0

1
.
5
7

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

7
0
3
.
0
6

7
0
3
.
0
6

-
1
7
8
2
6
.

3
0
0
0
L
L
L
G
I
 
P
L
A
C

2
5
0

6
8
3

2
.
6
7

.
9
0

1
.
7
7

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

7
2
0
.
3
9

7
2
0
.
3
9

-
3
0
0
6
8
.

J
8
C
O
L
F
A
X

J
O
U

9
8
9

4
.
2
9

3
.
0
1

1
.
2
9

.
0
.

.
0
0

7
6
1
.
8
4

7
6
1
.
8
4

-
3
4
9
7
3
.

J
9
M
A
b
1
u
N

1
2
6

h
s
l
.

7
.
5
1

3
.
3
0

4
.
2
1

-
0
.

.
.
0
0

7
3
3
.
6
3

7
3
3
.
6
3

-
2
0
2
5
1
.

J
9
H
1
G
H
L
A
N
1

2
0
3

b
7
3
.

5
.
0
7

2
.
8
3

2
.
2
4

0
.

-
.
.
0
0

6
9
7
.
6
2

6
9
7
.
6
2

2
8
7
4
8
.

3
9
C
1
L
L
A
H

2
0
5

6
0
.

1
.
0
0

.
0
0

1
.
0
0

1
3
0
9
3
.

3
.
3
4

6
3
8
.
3
7

6
5
9
.
7
2

7
4
0
7
.



C
D

T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
.

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

N
O

.

G
ro

up
 8

-D
is

tr
ic

ts
 w

ith
 2

00
-4

99
 E

nr
ol

lm
en

t

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
LL

S
)

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
IN

E
N

R
O

LL
-

C
O

W
T

O
T

A
LF

U
N

D
S

M
E

N
T

A
C

T
U

A
L 

M
IS

S
IO

N
 C

H
A

N
G

E
 D

O
LL

A
R

S
 P

E
R

C
E

N
T

A
C

T
U

A
L

1
W
A
S
H
T
U
C
N
A

1
L
I
N
U

e
A
S
O
T
i
N

4
M
A
N
S
o
N

4
E
N
T
I
A
T

1
0
9

1
5
6

4
0
0 1
9

1
2
7

2
1
8
.

3
4
8
.

2
6
8
.

4
0
7
.

3
1
3
.

3
.
6
1

4
.
1
3

4
.
6
0

1
0
.
3
7

1
0
.
4
1

4
.
1
0

4
.
1
0

6
.
2
2

9
.
3
3

7
,
3
0

5
C
R
E
S
C
E
N
T

3
1
3

2
1
3
.

.
o
n

a
n

6
H
O
C
K
1
N
S
O
N

9
6

4
4
7
.

2
.
9
6

.
0
0

6
1
A
C
U
L
T

1
0
4

2
1
0
.

.
6
4

.
0
7

8
1
1
0
S
L
 
V
A
L
L
E
Y

8
2

2
1
3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
T
O
U
T
L
E
 
L
A
K
E

1
3
0

4
5
4
'
.

8
.
0
6

7
.
5
6

W
H
I
U
G
E
P
O
H
T

7
5

6
8
4

.
6
.
8
6

5
.
6
A

9
h
A
1
E
k
V
I
L
L
E

2
0
9

3
1
6
.

.
7
1

.
5
8

w
1
0
g
E
F
L
J
0
L
1
C

3
0
9

4
3
6
.

1
.
2
5

.
0
0

2
1
J
C
0
U
L
L
E
 
C
I
T
Y

1
5
0

2
1
3
.

8
.
7
1

5
.
6
1

1
3
S
O
A
P
 
L
A
K
E

I
b
b

4
5
5
.

5
.
6
9

3
.
7
3

1
4
M
C
 
L
L
E
A
R
Y

6
5

2
8
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
4
w
U
1
N
A
U
L
T

3
7
9
.

3
.
6
q

1
.
5
1

l
i
e
w
s
m
o
P
o
L
I
s

9
9

3
1
5
.

1
.
3
0

.
5
9

1
4
w
I
S
H
K
A
H
 
v
A
L
L

1
1
7

e
2
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
4
O
A
K
V
I
L
L
E

4
0
0

3
2
q
.

.
o
n

.
o
n

1
0
0
U
1
L
C
E
N
L

4
8

2
7
5
.

1
2
.
5
1

1
4
.
9
e

1
7
6
L
A
C
K
 
D
I
A
M
O
N

1
9
0

2
5
2
.

2
.
6
5

.
0
0

1
9
K
1
1
1
I
T
A
S

4
0
3

4
3
4
.

4
.
5
1

4
.
2
6

2
1
J
K
L
I
C
K
I
T
A
1

4
0
2

2
9
3
.

1
1
.
4
2

9
.
4
6

2
U
L
Y
L
L

4
0
6

3
0
8
.

1
2
.
3
9

9
.
8
6

2
1
N
A
P
A
V
I
N
i
:

1
4

3
5
7
.

.
o
n

.
o
n

2
1
A
U
N
A

2
2
6

3
/
0
,

2
3
.
7
1

2
2
.
2
1

2
1
P
E
 
E
L
L

3
0
1

3
3
3
.

9
°

2
.
3
8

2
2
S
P
k
A
c
U
E

2
0
7
.

5
.
1
8

6
.
1
4

2
2
w
I
L
U
U
R

2
0
0

4
2
,
2
.

4
.
4
5

4
.
6
8

2
2
1
1
1
%
R
k
I
N
6
1
0
N

2
0
4

2
3
1
.

3
.
1
1

3
.
8
8

2
e
U
A
V
E
N
P
O
R
T

2
0
/

4
3
6
.

2
.
1
6

1
.
7
6

2
2
H
L
A
K
0
A
N

2
6
0

3
8
8
.

2
.
4
3

2
.
1
7

2
3
1
i
0
O
U
 
C
A
N
A
L

4
0
4

4
0
3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

-
.
4
8

.
0
3

-
1
.
6
1

1
.
0
4

3
.
1
1

.
0
0

2
.
9
6

.
5
6

.
0
0

.
5
0

1
.
1
8

.
1
3

1
.
2
5

3
.
1
0

1
.
9
6

.
0
0

2
.
1
7

.
7
2

.
0
0

.
o
n

-
2
.
4
8

2
.
6
5

.
2
5

1
.
9
5

2
.
5
3

.
0
0

1
.
5
0

-
1
.
4
0

-
.
9
6

-
.
2
3

-
.
7
7

.
4
0

.
.
(
1

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

O
.

.
0
0

1
2
3
.

.
0
7

7
1
0
5
.

2
.
5
8

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

9
5
2
6
.

8
.
1
6

O
.

.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

1
0
9
6
5
.

3
.
8
1

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
6
6
5
0
.

1
0
.
8
9

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

2
9
7
7
.

1
.
3
5

4
3
2
5
8
.

4
.
7
2

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

5
8
2
4
.

3
.
9
2

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
5
3
1
8
.

6
.
2
6

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

O
.

.
0
0

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

3
5
2
2
.

8
.
9
6

C
O

M
-

M
IS

S
IO

N

C
H
A
N
G
E
I
N

S
P
E
C
I
A
L

L
E
V
Y

I
D
O
L
L
A
R
S
t

9
4
3
.
4
4

9
4
3
.
4
4

3
2
3
9
.

1
0
5
7
.
6
5

1
0
5
7
.
6
5

5
5
6
.

8
3
2
.
1
9

8
3
2
.
1
9

7
6
5
5
.

7
9
0
.
1
5

7
9
0
.
1
5

5
5
8
3
.

8
0
9
.
0
5

8
0
9
.
0
5

1
1
5
1
8
.

8
3
0
.
2
5

8
3
0
.
8
3

o
.

6
1
6
.
6
4

6
3
2
.
5
5

'
1
4
4
9
2
.

5
7
9
.
0
3

5
7
9
.
0
3

2
0
3
0
.

5
4
9
.
2
0

5
9
4
.
0
1

0
.

1
0
0
7
.
8
5

1
0
0
7
.
8
5

8
6
3
8
.

7
9
0
.
7
7

7
9
0
.
7
7

7
2
0
.
7
4

7
2
0
.
7
4

1
2
3
1
.

6
6
0
.
0
8

6
8
5
.
2
3

6
8
6
6
.

/
0
6
3
.
0
9

1
0
6
3
.
0
9

1
4
1
1
1
.

7
3
1
.
7
9

7
3
1
.
7
9

-
9
0
6
3
.

5
3
7
.
4
2

5
9
5
.
9
5

0
.

7
6
5
.
4
7

7
6
5
.
4
7

1
4
6
2
4
.

6
9
0
.
4
3

6
9
0
.
4
3

1
5
3
7
0
.

9
8
1
.
7
5

9
9
5
.
0
4

0
.

8
5
3
.
5
9

8
9
3
.
8
6

O
.

9
4
0
.
6
8

9
4
0
.
6
8

9
0
5
7
.

5
8
9
.
8
6

6
1
2
.
9
7

7
7
c
1
4
.

8
3
8
.
2
2

2
2
7
3
.

7
1
5
.
9
0

7
1
5
.
9
0

4
2
8
8
.

9
9
2
.
3
2

9
9
2
.
3
2

1
0
1
4
5
.

6
8
5
.
4
3

7
2
8
.
3
1

O
.

1
0
0
0
.
9
4

1
0
0
0
.
9
4

-
5
9
7
8
.

8
8
9
.
4
0

8
8
9
.
4
0

3
4
0
5
1
.

9
8
9
.
9
1

9
8
9
.
9
1

7
8
3
6
.

8
3
3
.
0
8

8
3
3
.
0
8

2
7
5
0
.

1
0
3
0
.
5
5

1
0
3
0
.
5
5

1
0
1
9
6
.

8
0
7
.
8
8

8
0
7
.
8
8

5
8
5
6
.

8
8
2
.
2
5

8
8
2
.
2
5

3
5
4
5
.

6
5
1
.
5
0

7
0
9
.
9
0

0.



T
a
b
l
e
 
4
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

G
ro

up
 8

-C
on

tin
ue

d

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
N

O
.

M
E

N
T

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

IN
C

P
S

A
S

E
 IN

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL
_

A
C
T
U
A
L

C
O

M
-

M
IS

S
IO

N

C
H

A
N

G
E

 IN
S

P
E

C
IA

L
L
E
V
Y

!D
O

LL
A

R
S

]
C

O
M

-
A

C
T

U
A

L 
M

IS
S

IO
N

 C
H

A
N

G
E

,
D
O
L
L
A
R
S
 
P
E
R
C
E
N
T

2
4
w
I
N
T
m
R
O
P

1
0
3

2
6
7
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
0
7
4
1
.

5
.
3
3

7
5
4
.
7
4

7
9
4
.
9
7

0
.

2
4
P
A
1
L
H
O
S

1
2
2

2
8
7
.

5
.
9
1

5
.
3
1

.
6
0

0
.

.
0
0

9
0
0
.
2
0

9
0
0
.
2
0

2
4
5
4
.

2
4
I
W
I
S
P

4
0
3

4
5
7
.

a
n

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
.
7
8

6
6
5
.
8
2

6
5
3
.
9
9

o
.

2
6
C
U
S
I
C
K

5
9

3
2
8
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
9
2
7
8
.

7
.
3
0

8
0
5
.
8
6

8
6
4
.
6
6

n
.

2
6
S
L
L
K
I
R
K

7
0

4
8
4
,

1
.
6
P

1
.
1
3

.
5
4

0
.

.
0
0

7
8
0
.
5
5

7
8
0
.
5
5

4
2
7
2
.

2
7
U
I
E
R
1
N
G
E
R

3
4
3

3
1
1
.

2
.
9
4

1
.
7
9

1
.
1
4

0
.

.
0
0

6
5
9
.
7
8

6
5
9
.
7
8

4
a
8
2
0
9
.

2
b
$
A
N
 
J
U
A
N

1
4
9

3
1
4
.

2
.
2
6

1
.
9
7

.
2
9

0
.

.
0
0

7
8
2
.
6
0

7
8
2
.
6
0

-
3
9
n
4
.

2
9
L
A
 
C
O
N
N
E
R

3
1
1

4
3
2
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

9
9
8
0
.

3
.
2
7

7
0
8
.
0
6

7
3
1
.
1
8

o
.

2
9
C
O
N
W
A
Y

3
1
7

3
5
0
.

.
n
o

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
5
4
4
2
.

1
1
.
2
8

6
4
5
.
0
8

7
1
7
.
8
2

o
.

3
0
C
A
R
S
O
N

3
0
1

3
3
2
.

1
5
.
8
4

1
6
.
9
5

1
.
1
1

0
.

0
0
0

8
9
3
.
1
0

8
9
3
.
1
0

4
0
3
2
.

3
1
C
A
T
H
C
A
R
r

1
0
9

3
7
5
.

.
2
6

.
0
0

.
2
6

2
3
3
6
7
.

1
1
.
6
3

5
3
5
.
0
4

5
9
7
.
2
8

-
6
8
7
.

w
 
6
1
L
A
K
L
N
O
0
U

1

3
2
F
R
E
L
M
A
N

3
0
b

.
5
5
e
s

4
5
7
.

4
8
9
.

5
.
0
9

5
.
9
7

3
.
7
9

5
.
4
0

1
.
2
9

.
5
7

0
.

0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
4
8
.
8
9

8
6
0
.
7
9

6
4
8
.
8
9

8
6
0
.
7
9

-
8
1
7
9
.

&
W
A
R
Y
 
W
A
L
K
E
R

"
0
7

2
5
3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
2
7
0
1
.

5
.
6
4

8
8
8
.
9
3

9
3
9
.
0
4

O
.

N
,

3
3
N
O
R
I
H
P
O
R
T

2
1
1

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
8
4
4
.

1
.
9
7

7
5
7
.
3
3

7
7
2
.
2
2

O
.

3
4
K
A
I
N
I
E
R

3
0
7

2
3
7
.

7
.
7
7

4
.
9
7

2
.
8
0

0
.

.
0
0

8
9
0
.
0
9

8
9
0
.
0
9

7
8
6
9
.

1
4

3
4
G
R
I
F
F
I
N

4
2
4

2
8
2
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
4
8
8
.

3
.
7
9

6
0
8
.
0
5

6
3
1
.
0
9

0
0

3
4
L
I
T
1
L
E
R
O
C
K

3
3
2
.

2
6
4
.

4
.
5
6

.
0
0

4
.
5
6

1
3
3
9
6
.

7
.
8
5

6
4
6
.
8
3

6
9
7
.
6
1

-
1
2
2
1
5
.

3
6
1
0
1
J
C
H
E
T

3
0
0

2
1
9
.

.
4
2

1
.
7
5

1
.
3
3

0
.

.
0
0

8
9
3
.
9
1

8
9
3
.
9
1

1
4
7
0
0
.

3
6
C
O
L
U
M
B
I
A

4
0
0

4
3
3
.

4
.
6
0

5
.
6
8

-
1
.
0
8

0
.

.
0
0

9
8
6
.
3
7

9
8
6
.
3
7

2
0
7
0
5
.

3
6
W
A
1
T
S
B
U
R
G

4
0
1

4
2
3
.

8
.
0
6

9
.
2
0

1
.
1
4

0
.

o
0
0

9
5
8
.
5
9

9
5
8
.
5
9

1
4
1
9
4
.

3
6
P
R
E
S
_
T
T

4
0
2

2
3
6
.

1
.
4
3

1
.
7
6

.
3
1

0
.

.
0
0

1
3
3
3
.
1
6

1
3
3
3
.
1
6

7
9
7
0
.

3
8
0
A
K
E
S
1
A
L
E

2
4
4

2
3
2
.

5
.
5
4

1
.
9
4

3
.
6
1

0
.

.
0
0

1
0
1
7
.
7
4

1
0
1
7
.
7
4

3
1
8
5
9
.

3
8
L
A
 
C
R
O
S
S
E
:

2
6
0

2
5
6
.

6
.
3
2

6
.
1
5

.
1
7

0
.

.
0
0

1
0
6
0
.
4
5

1
0
6
0
.
4
5

1
8
3
3
.

3
8
T
E
K
O
A

2
6
5

2
7
6
.

5
.
0
2

4
.
6
0

.
4
2

0
.

.
0
0

8
2
8
.
7
8

8
2
8
.
7
8

2
7
2
1
0

3
8
P
A
L
O
U
S
E

3
0
1

3
6
9
.

6
.
4
4

5
.
4
1

1
.
0
3

0
.

.
0
0

7
3
2
.
8
0

7
3
2
.
8
0

6
5
6
1
.

3
8
6
 
A
R
F
I
E
L
U

3
0
2

2
4
6
.

8
.
3
9

7
.
9
2

.
4
7

0
.

.
0
0

'
4
0
.
4
3

9
8
4
.
4
3

3
1
1
9
.

3
8
C
O
L
T
O
N

3
0
b

2
1
9
.

8
.
0
0

7
.
2
3

.
7
7

0
.

.
0
0

1
0
9
5
.
1
0

1
0
9
5
.
1
0

6
5
0
7
.

3
2
0

3
0
0

4
.
6
5

3
.
8
8

.
7
7

0
.

.
0
0

9
7
2
.
7
3

9
7
2
.
7
3

8
5
2
8
.

.
3
8
R
O
S
A
L
I
A

3
8
S
T
 
J
O
H
N

3
2
2

3
6
8
.

3
.
4
0

1
.
0
0

2
.
4
0

0
0

9
6
4
.
4
8

9
6
4
.
4
8

4
4
0
8
2
0

.
3
9
U
N
1
O
N
 
G
A
P

2
4
6
2
.

3
.
5
1

2
.
5
0

1
.
0
0

0
.

.
°
.
0
0

6
1
4
.
0
0

6
1
4
.
0
0

8
2
5
3
.



N
)

T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d
G

ro
up

 9
-D

is
tr

ic
ts

S
m

al
le

r 
th

an
 2

00
 E

nr
ol

lm
en

t

D
S

C
H

O
R

O
IC

LT
D

N
IS

T
. E

N
IA

R
E

O
LL

-
.

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL

A
C

T
U

A
L

C
O

M
 -

M
O

M
1
9
6
4
.
8
6

1
3
2
0
.
3
3

2
2
1
4
.
1
4

6
3
8
.
6
5

1
2
7
4
.
6
1

3
6
8
.
0
0

9
9
9
.
3
4

6
4
3
.
9
0

1
5
2
5
.
7
1

6
4
3
.
3
5

7
4
7
.
1
5

1
9
0
9
.
3
7

1
0
9
4
.
4
9

1
3
9
4
.
5
6

9
1
5
.
5
1

2
3
7
3
.
8
9

8
4
5
.
4
0

9
0
0
.
5
8

4
6
3
0
.
7
5

1
5
5
7
.
3
9

8
6
3
.
1
9

9
8
3
.
8
2

1
2
1
2
.
2
1

1
1
6
9
.
8
2

5
3
2
.
1
1

1
1
7
7
.
4
3

8
9
0
.
8
5

2
8
1
0
.
7
6

1
2
0
7
.
6
5

1
5
1
5
.
0
2

1
1
1
9
.
8
5

8
4
9
.
7
1

1
1
1
0
.
8
4

1
0
3
7
.
5
8

C
H

A
N

G
E

IN
S

P
E

C
M

L
LE

V
Y

W
O
L
L
A
R
S
)

2
4
0
0
. 0
.

9
4
1
.

1
0
5
5
5
.

5
5
1
. n
.

0
.

0
.

4
9
4
9
.
0
.

-
3
0
4
4
.
0
.

1
8
0
6
. 0
. 0
.

0
0

0
.

-
1
q
9
2
.

-
1
6
5
.

1
3
3
2
5
. 0
.

3
7
5
9
.

4
0
2
9
.
o
.

0
.

1
2
1
9
.

6
2
6
9
.

3
1
9
5
.

1
3
0
5
.

9
8
9
1
.

4
4
1
.

2
9
4
5
.

C
O
M
-

A
C

T
U

A
L 

M
IS

S
IO

N
C

H
A

N
G

E
-
.
7
3

.
0
0

.
3
3

-
4
.
1
1

-
2
.
1
9

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

-
.
8
1

.
0
0

1
.
2
9

.
0
0

.
4
5

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
6
6

.
0
7

1
.
9
4

.
0
0

-
.
7
7

-
.
8
6

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
7

.
4
4

1
.
2
7

.
6
0

.
6
9

1
0
+
2

.
1
1

5
.
4
8

.
5
6

D
O

LL
A

R
a

0
.

.
.
.
4
8
9
3
.

.
1
0
.

-
0
.

-
0
.

-
3
8
6
5
.

I
b
0
7
5
.

-
3
1
7
7
.

-
0
.

1
0
2
2
3
.

3
6
1
4
.

1
1
0
9
.

-
0
.

1
3
2
4
.

-
7
0
0
5
.

-
9
7
3
.

1
8
9
2
.

7
3
9
3
.

-
0
.

0
.

6
4
8
4
.

-
0
.

-
0
.

1
0
1
5
1
.

5
9
2
5
.

-
O
.

0
.

0
.
0
.

0
.

-
0
.

-
0
.

"
0
.

-
2
6
8
9
.

P
E

R
C

E
N

T

l
u
i
t
k
u
L

2
A
N
A
I
O
A
.

3
P
A
T
L
I
.
S
O
N

4
0
1
0
1
.
4
1
1
0
R

4
b
i
L
h
L
K
1
N

4
M
A
L
A
6
A

5
1
-
0
1
1
k
v
1
L
0

b
u
H
L
L
I
I
 
M
O
u
N
T
A

7
S
1
1
'
R
b
U
C
K

E
s
C
A
R
g
O
L
L
S

9
u
k
o
N
L
O

w
A
L
I
S
A
D
E
S

9
M
A
N
S
F
I
E
L
O

U
1
O
K
E
L
L
L
R

4
1
1
1
0
C
U
h
L
E
W

1
0
H
A
Z
E
L
M
E
k
i

1
O
U
R
I
E
N
T

1
0
1
N
C
O
L
L
I
U
M

1
1
5
T
A
R

1
1
K
A
H
L
O
T
U
$

1
3
W
A
h
L
U
K
E

1
3
H
A
H
L
I
N
L

1
3
W
I
L
S
O
N
 
C
R
E
E
K

1
4
1
A
H
O
L
A
H

1
4
5
A
T
S
O
P

1
6
C
L
E
A
R
W
A
T
E
R

1
6
d
R
I
N
N
O
N

1
7
L
E
S
T
E
R

1
7
5
K
Y
K
O
M
I
S
H

1
9
U
A
M
M
A
N

1
9
L
A
5
T
O
N

1
9
T
H
U
R
P

2
0
W
1
S
H
R
A
M

2
N
1
C
K
L
E
T
O
N

1
2
R
,

1
4
.

1
.
6
r
.
'
,

2
.
4
2

3
1
0

7
7
.

.
1
J
0

.
0
0

5
u

1
4
.

1
.
2
2

1
.
5
5

9
1
4
0
.

3
.
4
9

7
.
6
0

6
9

c
.
7
0

2
.
8
4

J
.

1
1
5

5
7
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
2
1

7
6
.

,
0
0

.
0
0

5
1
.

.
n
n

.
0
0

3
5

4
4
.

.
9
6

1
.
7
7

l
l
d

1
4
6
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
3

7
2
.

1
.
2
9

.
0
0

1
0
2

1
7
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
0
7

1
4
3
.

5
5
4

5
.
0
8

3
3
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

5
0

1
5
6
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
0

7
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
5

7
9
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

7
0

1
9
9
.

.
6
6

.
0
0

5
4

6
.

5
.
2
0

5
.
1
3

5
6

1
0
4
.

6
.
9
9

8
.
9
3

7
3

6
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
2
b

1
1
5
.

2
.
5
4

3
.
3
1

1
6
7

1
3
1
.

4
.
9
3

5
0
7
9

7
7

1
0
6
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

1
0
4

6
7
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
0

6
5
.

.
9
3

.
8
6

4
6

4
4
.

3
.
1
5

2
.
7
1

1
9
5

2
2
.

5
.
1
0

6
.
4
6

4
0
4

1
2
0
.

6
.
0
1

5
.
4
1

7
8
.

1
.
7
1

2
.
4
0

2
8

1
0
8
.

2
.
1
4

3
.
5
6

4
0
0

1
6
8
.

.
6
6

.
5
5

9
4

1
2
4
.

2
5
.
7
4

2
0
.
2
6

2
0
3

1
0
5
0

.
0
0

.
5
6

.
0
0

4
.
6
1

.
.
0
0

-
.
0
0

-
.
0
0

-
1
5
.
6
4

2
6
.
6
5

-
8
,
8
2

-
.
0
0

1
2
.
2
4

7
.
1
9

3
.
4
9

-
.
0
0

2
.
9
0

-
4
.
6
7

-
5
.
2
2

2
.
9
3

4
.
3
1

-
.
0
0

.
0
0

1
3
.
2
7

-
.
0
0

-
.
0
0

8
.
8
8

1
9
.
7
7

-
.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
.
.
0
0

-
.
0
0

.
0
0

-
Z
.
4
2

1
9
6
4
.
8
6

1
3
8
4
.
1
6

2
2
1
4
.
1
4

6
3
8
.
6
5

1
2
7
4
.
6
1

4
3
6
.
2
1

7
8
9
.
0
7

7
0
6
.
1
9

1
5
2
5
.
7
1

5
7
3
.
1
6

6
9
7
.
0
4

1
8
4
4
.
9
9

1
0
9
4
.
4
9

1
3
5
5
.
2
3

9
6
0
.
3
8

2
5
0
4
.
7
3

8
2
1
.
3
1

8
6
3
.
4
0

4
6
3
0
.
7
5

1
5
5
7
.
3
9

7
6
2
.
0
6

9
8
3
.
8
2

1
2
1
2
.
2
1

1
0
7
4
.
4
1

4
4
4
.
2
6

1
1
7
7
.
4
3

8
9
0
.
8
5

2
8
1
0
.
7
6

1
2
0
7
.
6
5

1
5
1
5
.
0
2

1
1
1
9
.
8
5

8
4
9
.
7
1

1
1
1
0
.
8
4

1
0
6
3
.
3
0



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d

S
C
H
O
O
L

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

D
IS

T
.
E
N
R
O
L
L
-

N
O
.

M
E
N
T

G
ro

up
 9

-C
on

tin
ue

d

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

I
N
C
R
E
A
S
E
I
N

T
O
T
A
L
F
U
N
D
S

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL

A
C
T
U
A
L

C
O
M
-

M
I
S
S
I
O
N

C
H
A
N
G
E
I
N

S
P

E
C

IA
L

L
E
V
Y

(
D
O
L
L
A
R
S
)

C
O
M
-

A
C
T
U
A
L

M
IS

S
IO

N
C
H
A
N
G
E

D
O
L
L
A
R
S
 
P
E
R
C
E
N
T

2
0
L
L
N
T
E
R
V
I
L
L
E

2
1
5

6
9
.

1
.
9
6

1
.
4
9

.
4
7

-
O
.

-
.
0
0

7
9
4
.
1
2

7
9
4
.
1
2

.
4
4
2
1
.

2
U
T
R
O
U
T
 
L
A
K
E

2
0
6
L
E
N
W
O
O
l
i

4
0
0

4
0
1

1
6
8
.

1
4
0
.

.
0
0

4
.
6
9

.
0
0

.
1
3

.
0
0

4
.
5
7

3
0
0
7
.

°
O
.

1
.
7
0

.
0
0

1
0
5
5
.
1
7

9
6
7
.
5
4

1
0
7
3
.
0
9

9
6
7
.
5
4

O
.

6
.
1
3
8
2
2
.

2
U
R
U
O
S
E
V
E
L
T

4
0
3

J
7
.

1
.
4
7

1
.
3
7

.
1
0

.
0
0

2
0
5
6
.
9
7

2
0
5
6
.
9
7

.
2
2
9
.

2
1
V
A
O
E
R

1
8

1
3
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

°
5
7
2
.

-
.
7
3

5
8
6
.
0
9

5
8
1
.
8
1

O
.

2
1
L
V
A
L
1
N
E

3
6

4
4
.

1
.
1
g

.
0
0

1
.
1
8

9
6
8
.

4
.
2
5

5
1
5
.
4
0

5
3
7
.
3
0

9
4
4
.

2
1
h
0
1
S
T
F
O
R
T

2
3
4

1
4
0
.

3
.
6
7

3
.
7
5

-
.
0
7

.
0
0

1
0
1
4
.
8
0

1
0
1
4
.
8
0

4
0
1
.

2
2
L
O
I
N
A
L
L

5
6
4
.

3
.
3
4

3
.
6
7

-
.
3
2

.
.
0
0

1
1
2
0
.
8
5

1
1
2
0
.
8
5

1
9
0
7
.

2
2
A
L
M
I
R
A

1
7

1
6
4
.

3
.
0
2

3
,
4
9

-
.
4
3

-
.
0
0

1
0
2
6
.
3
8

1
0
2
6
.
3
8

3
4
5
6
.

2
2
C
H
E
S
I
0
N

7
3

1
7
9
.

6
.
2
0

6
.
6
7

-
.
4
6

0
.

.
0
0

9
9
4
.
9
6

9
9
4
.
9
6

2
2
7
7
.

2
6
S
U
O
I
H
S
I
D
E

4
2

1
8
9
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
5
2
0
.

9
.
3
7

4
8
1
.
2
0

5
2
6
.
2
9

O
.

2
3
G
R
A
P
E
V
I
E
W

5
4

6
0
.

1
.
0
7

1
.
8
2

-
.
7
6

.
0
0

9
6
0
.
1
6

9
6
0
.
1
3

5
5
7
3
.

[
2
3
h
A
R
S
T
I
N
L

3
0
2

a
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

-
2
8
0
3
.

1
7
.
1
7

3
5
4
8
.
0
1

2
9
3
8
.
7
4

0
.

2
3
M
A
N
Y
 
V
 
K
M
I
G
H

3
1
1

1
6
8
.
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

5
6
5
6
.

3
.
5
6

9
4
7
.
1
4

9
8
0
.
8
4

0
.

"
2
3
K
A
1
4
I
L
C
H
E
 
V
A
L

4
0
1

7
8
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
3
5
8
.

8
.
7
4

4
9
4
.
5
1

5
3
7
.
7
6

0
.

2
3
P
I
O
N
E
E
R

4
0
2

1
8
4
.

.
0
9

.
0
0

.
0
9

1
4
5
4
0
.

1
2
.
6
7

6
2
3
.
7
4

7
0
2
.
7
9

-
1
0
2
8
.

2
4
N
E
S
P
E
L
E
M

1
4

1
7
1
.

1
6
.
6
9

5
.
9
1

1
0
.
9
8

-
0
.

.
0
0

9
4
9
.
3
9

9
4
9
.
3
9

1
3
3
9
4
.

2
4
[
-
U
V
E
R
S
I
U
E

1
1
9

9
0
.

.
o
n

.
0
0

.
0
0

5
2
5
3
.

8
.
9
4

6
5
6
.
0
8

7
1
4
.
7
0

O
.

2
5
1
'
i
0
R
1
H
 
R
1
U
R

2
0
0

8
2
.

1
.
6
0

2
.
1
8

-
.
3
8

-
O
.

.
0
0

1
0
4
2
.
5
0

1
0
4
2
.
5
0

1
8
2
1
.

Z
A
L

2
7
A
N
U
E
R
5
O
N
 
I
S
L

2
4

2
6
.

1
.
0
6

1
.
5
6

-
.
4
8

-
0
.

8
0
4
.
2
1

3
0
4
.
2
1

1
0
6
6
.

:
j

2
7
c
A
1
b
O
N
A
L
W

4
0
6

7
8
.

3
.
5
6

2
.
4
6

1
.
1
0

-
.
0
0

7
0
3
.
3
5

7
0
3
.
3
5

4
3
3
9
.

2
8
S
H
A
.
h

1
0

3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

4
0
0

-
1
6
0
7
.

.
6
4
6
0

7
0
7
8
.
1
7

6
4
7
6
.
2
4

O
.

2
8
W
A
L
O
k
O
N

2
1

3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
3
.
6
2

1
8
9
7
.
0
1

/
4
4
8
.
9
6

O
.

2
6
O
R
C
A
S

1
3
7

1
8
0
.

5
.
2
1

3
.
2
9

1
.
9
2

9
0
9
.
6
4

9
0
9
.
6
4

.
4
5
5
5
3
.

2
b
L
W
E
I

1
4
4

9
6
.

.
4
5

1
.
2
4

-
.
7
8

.
(
)
.

.
0
0

9
9
4
.
7
1

9
9
4
.
7
1

5
2
0
6
.

3
0
S
K
A
N
A
M
A

2
7
4
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

3
.
6
3

1
4
8
2
.
8
7

1
4
2
9
.
0
1

O
.

3
U
m
0
U
N
1
 
P
L
L
A
S
A

2
9

g
2
.

1
1
.
2
9

1
1
.
1
2

.
1
7

.
0
0

1
3
2
2
.
4
9

1
3
2
2
.
4
9

-
8
5
.

3
0
1
I
L
L
 
A

3
1

1
6
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

7
5
7
6
.

6
.
8
6

1
4
1
0
.
1
9

1
5
0
6
.
8
9

O
.

j
i
l
t
:
G
E
N

6
3

1
7
.

4
.
8
6

5
.
5
8

-
.
7
2

.
0
0

9
3
1
.
1
2

9
3
1
.
1
2

1
0
1
5
.

3
1
(
2
0
L
b
 
B
A
R

4
2
0
R
C
H
A
R
D
 
P
R
A
I

8
4

1
2
3

1
1
8
.

5
5
.

1
6
.
5
0

.
0
0

1
9
.
6
2

.
0
0

-
3
.
1
2

.
0
0

1
6
3
0
.

.
.
0
0

6
.
7
0

6
9
9
.
5
8

4
4
2
.
0
7

6
9
9
.
5
8

4
7
1
.
7
1

5
3
6
7
. 0
.

3
L
G
R
L
A
T
 
N
W
R
T
H
E

3
1
2

1
2
.

7
.
1
2

6
.
9
4

1
8

.
0
0

1
6
1
1
.
8
7

1
6
1
1
.
8
7

1
8
3
.

3
2
N
I
N
E
 
M
I
L
E
 
F
A

3
2
5

9
9
.

5
.
0
0

2
.
7
0

2
.
3
0

0
.

7
0
9
.
2
5

7
0
9
.
2
5

3
.
3
M
1
L
L
 
C
R
L
E
K

1
8

0
.

2
.
1
7

.
0
0

2
.
1
7

1
8
2
7
.

1
1
.
0
6

8
2
5
.
8
5

9
1
7
.
1
5

1
0
9
1
.



T
ab

le
 4

-C
on

tin
ue

d
G

ro
up

 9
-C

on
tin

ue
d

T
O

T
A

L 
F

U
N

D
S

 P
E

R
 P

U
P

IL
C

H
A

N
G

E
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L 

LE
V

Y
 (

M
IL

LS
)

IN
C

R
E

A
S

E
 IN

S
P

E
C

IA
L

S
C

H
O

O
L

D
IS

T
. E

N
R

O
LL

-
C

O
M

-
T

O
T

A
L 

F
U

N
D

S
C

O
M

-
LE

V
Y

D
IS

T
R

IC
T

N
O

M
E

N
T

A
C

T
U

A
L 

M
IS

S
IO

N
 C

H
A

N
G

E
 D

O
LL

A
R

S
P

E
R

C
E

N
T

A
C

T
U

A
L

M
IS

S
IO

N
P
O
L
L
A
R
S

3
3
U
L
U
E
 
C
R
L
E
K

2
7

1
7
.

a
o

1
.
2
1

-
.
1
.
2
1

-
8
2
4
.

-
9
.
8
0

5
0
2
.
9
8

4
5
3
.
6
8

4
3
0
.

6
.
5
0
N
I
O
N
 
C
R
E
E
K

3
0

1
0
.

.
5
9

1
.
3
9

-
.
8
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

8
8
7
.
7
3

8
8
7
.
7
3

1
2
0

3
3
1
N
L
L
L
P
I
N
I
T

4
9

1
0
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
0
0
1
.

-
4
.
4
5

9
5
9
4
3
6

1
0
0
2
.
0
5

(
3
3
:

3
3
M
A
R
C
u
5

5
0

8
6
.

6
.
6
3

1
.
2
5

5
.
3
8

-
0
,

-
.
0
0

6
8
8
.
2
2

6
8
8
.
2
2

-
6
1
3
7
.

3
3
v
A
L
L
E
Y

7
0

1
0
2
.

2
.
1
9

.
0
0

2
.
1
9
-

8
5
4
.

1
.
1
0

7
6
1
.
4
3

7
6
9
.
8
1

.
8
4
3
0
.

6
4
L
O
O
N
 
L
A
K
E

1
8
3

4
0
.

.
0
0

.
6
5

-
.
6
5

8
7
.

.
.
.
2
7

7
9
6
.
6
2

7
9
4
.
4
3

1

2
6

3
3
S
U
M
M
I
T
 
V
A
L
L
E

2
0
2

3
3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

2
2
6
9
.

1
2
.
2
4

5
6
1
.
9
2

6
3
0
.
6
9

1
,
3
 
3
3
E
V
L
k
G
R
E
L
k
i

2
0
5

z
3
.

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

6
9
.

.
4
7

6
3
0
.
3
4

6
3
3
.
2
9

'
7
'
 
3
3
L
O
L
U

9
4
.

.
M
B
I
A

2
0
6
 
1
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

7
0
7
2
.

3
.
9
4

9
2
6
.
5
9

9
6
3
.
1
3

I

3
u
U
I
X
1
i
1

1
0
1

4
1
.

2
.
0
3

2
.
0
2

.
0
1

.
.
0
.

-
s
.
0
0

1
1
2
4
.
3
4

1
1
2
4
.
3
4

-
2
9
0

3
7
N
E
W
H
A
L
L
k

6
.

.
0
0

1
4
7
.

1
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
0

.
1
9

1
1
0
8
.
0
4

1
1
1
0
.
1
9

O
.

8

c
,
6
1

3
7
u
1
A
b
L
O

1
0
5

4
2
.

3
.
1
6

.
0
0

3
.
1
6

4
2
7
4
.

8
.
0
8

1
2
7
3
.
5
8

1
3
7
6
.
4
4

-
8
1
2
.

W
s
-
J
.
3
6
f
.
A
R
M
A
W
0
N

1
8
0

1
5
.

9
.
0
1

1
0
.
0
0

-
1
.
0
8

-
O
.

-
.
.
0
0

2
0
7
7
.
8
1

2
0
7
7
.
8
1

i
t
o
l
O
O
P
E
R

1
7
4
9
.

2
2
6

2
6
.

3
.
8
4

4
.
4
4

-
.
6
0

-
0
,

-
.
.
0
0

1
3
8
9
.
8
9

1
3
8
9
.
8
9

3
6
L
A
N
O
r
i

2
6
4

5
2
.

.
9
3

1
.
2
0

-
.
2
8

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

1
5
0
0
.
8
8

1
5
0
0
.
8
8

3
6
S
I
L
E
T
0
L

3
0

.
4

6
2
.

4
.
7
5

3
.
6
5

1
.
1
0

-
0
.

-
.
0
0

9
5
6
.
7
5

9
5
6
.
7
5

3
.

3
a
L
N
0
I
C
O
T
1

6
0
6

1
9
1
,

7
,
4
5

6
.
8
7

.
5
8

-
0
.

-
.
.
0
0

1
3
2
9
.
3
5

1
3
2
9
.
3
5

-
6
3
3
5
.

3
0
1
A
Y

3
1
0

1
5
.

1
.
8
2

2
.
5
8

-
.
7
6

-
0
,

-
.
0
0

2
9
8
2
.
0
3

2
9
8
2
.
0
3

3
6
7
6
.

4
9
U
0

-
1
.
1
2

R
o
T
H
Y

2
4

1
2
.

6
.
1
9

7
.
3
1

-
0
.

-
.
.
0
0

1
8
6
2
.
5
1

1
8
6
2
.
5
1

2
1
6
0
.

A
v
L
K
A
G
F

7
.
0
3

4
.
7
1

2
.
3
2

P
E
R
C
L
N
T
 
R
E
C
U
C
I
I
O
N
 
I
N
 
S
P
E
C
I
A
L
 
L
E
V
I
E
S

3
3
.
0
0

0

M
I
R
R
E
I
R
 
o
F
 
S
C
R
O
L
 
U
I
S
T
R
I
C
T
S
 
T
H
A
T
 
H
A
V
E
 
A
 
S
P
E
C
I
A
L
 
L
E
V
Y

B
U
T
 
R
E
C
E
I
V
E
D
 
N
O
 
I
N
C
R
E
A
S
E
 
I
N
 
F
U
N
D
S



Tables 5 and 6 summarize the comparison of the Commission's recommendations with the special
levy millage level required in 1968-69. For example, there were 10 districts in 1968-69 with a levy less
than 0.5 mills. Based on Commission recommendations, there would have been 11 districts with levy
millages less than 0.5 mills. Of the 10 actual districts in 1968-69, 8 would have received more funds than
required to offset their levies. These same numbers expressed as percent of the total districts in the state
are shown in columns 5-7 (column 1 being the levy ranges).

The average, standard deviation minimum and maximum percent reductions in the 1968-69 levies is
listed in columns 8-11. That is, districts with levies less than 0.5 mills had an average reduction of 31
percent with a standard deviation of 149.6 percent. The "minimum" reduction was a 318.1 percent
increase, and the maximum reduction was 100 percent.

Columns 12-14 list the percent of the state's total assessed value included in the school districts with
the levy levels shown. For example, those districts with levies less than 0.5 mills had 1.5 percent of the
state's assessed value in 1968-69. Under the Commission's recommendations, districts with levies irt that
bracket would have had 2.0 percent of the state's assessed value. The 8 districts at this level getting excess
funds had 1.3 percent of the assessed value.

Table 6 is an accumulation of the values listed in Table 5. For example, there were 224 districts with
levies less than 5 mills in 1968-69 and there would have been 260 districts if the Commission's
recommendations had been in effect.



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS WITH PERCENT OF DISTRICTS WITH
SPECIAL SPECIAL LEVIES IN THAT RANGE SPECIAL LEVIES IN THAT RANGE

LEVY
RANGE COM- GETTING MORE GETTING MORE
(MI LLS) ACTUAL MISSION TOTAL FUNDS ACTUAL COMMISSION TOTAL FUNDS

U. 77 124 60 23.3 37.6 18.2
.0- .5 10 11 8 3.0 3.3 2.4
.5- 1.0 22 18 9 6.7 5.5 2.7

1.0- 1.5 17 16 5.2 4.8 2.7
2.0 13 19 3.9 5.8 1.5

2.0- 3.0 29 29 10 8.8 8.8 3.0
3.0... 4.0 26 28 8 7.9 8.5 2.4
4.0-- 5.0 15 3 9.1 4.5 .9
5.0.- 6.0 28 22 3 8.5 6.7 .9
0.0 6.0 30 22 2. 9.1 6.7 .6
6.011.0 26 13 2 7.9 3.9 .6

11.0...15;0 9 8 0 2.7 2.4 .0
1b.0-24.0 12 5 0 3.6 1.5 .0
OVEN 24 1 0 0 .3 .0 .0

TO1AL 330 330 119 100.0 100.0 36.1

SPECIAL
LEVY
LESS

THAN
(MI LLS)

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS WITH
SPECIAL LEVIES IN THAT RANGE

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS WITH
SPECIAL LEVIES IN THAT RANGE

ACTUAL
COM- GETTING MORE

MISSION TOTAL FUNDS
GETTING MORE

ACTUAL COMMISSION TOTAL FUNDS

0. 77 124 60 23.3 37.6 18.2
.5 87 135 68 26.4 40.9 20.6

1.0 109 153 77 33.0 46.4 23.3
1.5 126 169 86 38.2 51.2 26.1
2.0 139 188 91 42.1 57.0 27.6
3.0 168 217 101 50.9 65.8 30.6
4.0 194 245 109 58.8 74.2 33.0
5.0 224 260 112 67.9 78.8 33.9
-6.0 252 282 115 76.4 85.5 34.8
8.0 282 304 117 85.5 92.1 35.5
11.0 308 317 119 93.3 96.1 36.1
15.0 317 325 119 96.1 98.5 36.1
24.0 329 330 119 99.7 100.0 36.1
99.0 330 330 119 100.0 100.0 36.1

- 238 -
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Table 5

EFFECTS OF COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS ON ACTUAL 1968-69 SPECIAL LEVIES

COMPARISON BY LEVEL OF 1968-69 SPECIAL LEVY MILLAGE

'ERCENT REDUCTION IN 1968-69 LEVIES PERCENT ASSESSED VALUE OF DISTR.

AVG.
STD.
DEV. MIN. MAX. ACTUAL COMMISSION

GETTING MORE
TOTAL FUNDS

.0 .0 .0 0 6.3 18.1 5..4
31.0 149.6 ..318.1 100.0 1.5 2.0 1.3
443 302.4 1310.7 100.0 41 3.6 2.9
49.6 61.5 ...70.7 1000 16 2.1 .9
33.4 61.3 ....433 100.0 1.9 2.8 1.2
49.2 46.6 ".662 100.0 6.5 7.8 20
38.9 55.4 ..117.6 100.0 5.0 60 2.1
341 385 "'35.1 1000 6.6 21.4 16
414 354 ..24.4,5 100.0 6.1 5.9 .6
347 340 ...27.7 100.0 30.1 13.2 4
31.4 25.2 ....14.1 92.7 118 66 .2
21.1 22.2 '19.8 49.9 7.6 91 .0
20.1 21.9 "18.9 65.0 10.6 15 .0
213 .0 21.3 21.3 .0 .0 .0

229 906 '"1310.7 1000 1000 1000 185

Table 6

ACCUMULATED VALUES OF TABLE 5

PERCENT ASSESSED VALUE OF DISTR.

ACTUAL COMMISSION
GETTING MORE
TOTAL FUNDS

6 .3 181 54
7 8 200 67

11.9 237 96
1395 25.8 105
15.5 28.6 11.7
220 36.4 13.6
27.1 423 157
33.7 63.7 17.14
399 69.6 180
700 828 18 .3
818 89.4 1b5
89.4 985 18.5

1000 100.0 18.5
1000 1000 133.5

239
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Table 7 shows the effects of the Commission's recommendations on the school districts in each of
the nine size categories listed. The minus signs in the listing of average percent reductions in local, state,
special levy, and total funds indicate increased funding. The listing of percent of total levies in the state (at
the bottom right-hand corner of the table) shows the percent of the total levy dollars in the state
represented by the districts in that size group. For example, the 6 districts with more than 20,000
students had 46.7 percent of the levies in the state in 1968-69. With the Commission's recommendations
they would have had 48.3 percent of the levies.
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Appendix K

NONHIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS BENEFITING FROM
SECONDARY WEIGHTING FACTOR REDUCTION
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NONHIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS BENEFITING FROM
SECONDARY WEIGHTING FACTOR REDUCTION

Only 32 of the 77 nonhigh school districts in the state would receive additional money as a result of

a reduction in the secondary weighting factor with a compensating increase in the guarantee. The rest

receive little or no money through the apportionment formula, and therefore would not benefit from this

adjustment.
The 32 districts and the funds they would receive are shown in the attached table. These funds vary

from $3.60 per student to $128.20 per student, with only 4 districts receiving more than $50 per student.

Only 2 districts receive more than $10,000 in this manner and 7 receive less than $1,000.

Because of the large variation in the amount per student received, the subtraction of these funds via

the formula appears rather complex. As both the number of districts and the amount of money involved

are relatively small, it would appear simpler for SPI to adjust manually the accounts for these districts if

such an adjustment is justified.

FUNDS TO NONHIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS
FROM ELIMINATING SECONDARY FACTOR

County District
District

No.

Reduction Required

Amount
Amount
per Pupil

4 Monitor 9 $-2878. $-20.6

4 Stehekin 69 -336. -63.1

6 Hockinson 98 -3926. -8.8

6 Yacolt 104 -4642. -22.2

8 Carrolls 118 -2390. -16.4

9 Orondo 13 -1253. -17.4

14 Cosmopolis 99 -6958. -22.1

16 Clearwater 20 -1365. -21.0

17 Black Diamond 190 -5151. -20.4

20 Centerville 215 -1484. -21.5

20 Roosevelt 403 -2152. -128.2

21 Eva line 36 -1393. -31.5

22 Edwall 5 -947. -14.9

23 Pioneer 402 4966. -27.0

24 Nespelem 14 -9165. -53.7

27 Anderson Island 24 -1266. -45.7

27 Dieringer 343 -8603. -27.7

27 Carbonado 406 -2114. -26.9

31 Mukilteo 6 -58095. -16.8

31 Index 63 -344. -20.8

31 Cathcart 109 -1341. -3.6

31 Lakewood 306 -4720. -10.3

32 Great Northern 312 -597. -50.3

32 Nine Mile Fall: 325 -2150. -21.6

33 Mill Creek 18 -715. -35.8

33 Loon Lake 183 -712. -17.8

36 Dixie 101 -2008. 48.9

36 College Place 250 -16097. -24.3

37 Diablo 105 -866. -20.8

38 Steptoe j 304 -1586. -25.5

39 Union Gap 2 -6629. -14.3
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EFFECT OF THE SMALL SCHOOL WEIGHTING FACTORS



EFFECT OF THE SMALL SCHOOL WEIGHTING FACTORS

Most of the smaller school districts with high funding per pupil receive remote and necessary funds.

Very few of the districts with low funding per pupil receive these funds. As shown in the table below,

there were 209 school districts with fewer than 1,000 students in 1968-69. Of these, 122 received remote

and necessary funds. Nearly 89 percent of those districts with net revenue 1 per pupil greater than $700
received remote and necessary funds. Only 48 percent of the districts with less than $700 per pupil
received these funds, and only 4 of the 35 districts with less than $550 per pupil received these funds.

Table 1

COMPARISON OF REVENUE LEVEL VS. REMOTE AND NECESSARY FUNDING

Net Dollars Per Pupil

Number of School Districts

Total
Receiving Remote and

Necessary Funds

(Minimum)

$200 2 1

1,000 13 10

900 4 2

800 11 11

750 12 12

700 12 12

650 28 22

600 46 33

550 46 15

500 19 2

400 11 2

below 400 5 0

209 122

The attached table lists each of the distzicts smaller than 1,000 students in descending order based on
net revenue per pupil. Revenue is based on Commission formula recommendations, the use of new staff
weighting factors, and 30 students per teacher. Minor changes in this table occur if either actual salaries or
a state salary schedule is used as the basis.

1 Total funds less special levies, state transportation, and Federal funds.
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ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY:
CURRENT STATUS AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR THE FUTURE OF WASHINGTON'S

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Introduction
The materials contained in the report which follows represent only a small portion of the total

activity undertaken under the auspices of the Special Levy Study Commission, especially during the
summer and fall of 1970. This Commission was established by the last session of the Washington State
Legislature and was given a number of specific charges and areas for investigation. The problems
encountered by the public schools relating to special levy financing was to be a primary central focus
point. Not only have the local school districts borne an increasingly larger share of monies raised for
education, but also they have encountered increasing voter resistance, especially in certain districts, to
local requests for plant improvement or expansion and operation costs. The key question before the
Commission is how can this situation be improved or ameliorated.

In order to analyze this problem and it is both complex and thorny the Commission appro,,ed a
study plan which divided the investigation and subsequent recommendations into four major areas of
inquiry: an assessment of the future educational needs of the state by means of state-wide hearings and a
"needs" study; a new examination of a "basic education" for all attending the common schools; a
reexamination of the state's educational funding formula with possible alternatives; an update on the
question of assessing the progress made by the schools and consideration of the newer concept of
accountability on the part of those responsible for public education. This document focuses on the areas
of assessment and accountability.

What is the relationship between assessment and accountability and the Commission's task? In the
first place, it should be recalled that programs mounted by any agency ought to have built-in procedures
for periodic review as to whether stated goals are being achieved and to what degree. Secondly, and
perhaps more apropos to this study, is the fact that a sizeable portion of the financing for public
education in Washington State is provided to local districts from state-collected and -distributed funds.
Those responsible for such disbursement the state administration, the legislature and the Superintendent
of Public Instruction are entitled to a systematic report as to the uses and results secured from such an
investment.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the current "mood of America" has called for serious
reexamination of much of what constitutes public education. The taxpayer is reflecting this mood in the
ballot box, sometimes to the consternation of educators. In southeastern Ohio, school terms are suddenly
being terminated months early due to a drought of public funds and support. The superintendent of
schools in Cleveland, Ohio, has advised his administrative staff of a ten percent pay cut resulting from the
bankruptcy of the Perin-Central Railroad and its inability to meet its property tax obligations in the
Cleveland area. Some schools in Missouri are closing early and families are moving to other communities
where the education support level appears more constant and reliable. Clearly, the mood and the present
deflationary economic trend call for the husbanding of limited public funds and a high degree of
responsibility on the part of those responsible for the utilization of these funds. Legislators at the local,
state and national levels are keenly aware of this mood and recently steps have been taken to reexamine
some of the basic policies and premises surrounding the educational scene.

This is an era of serious problems, but it also presents heightened challenges for those willing to
perceive the problems and develop imaginative solutions. New accomplishments are being made by
educational institutions and this fact should not be forgotten in the quest for accountability. It is also
important to remember the efforts of the many dedicated classroom teachers who are making a significant
contribution. In fact, accountability properly administered should insure that the classroom teacher
receives ample resources and support to get the basic job accomplished. Inefficiency in the utilization of
resources may have its worst effects in the place where it is least desiredthe classroom.

Study of educational quality is not simple and evokes considerable emotion. Behavioral and social
science research seldom offers the tidy, clearly reproducible results obtained in other areas of
investigation. Moreover, it is not uncommon in the behavioral and social science field to have the "court
of last resort" take place in the legislative and political arena. Entrenched bureaucracies and special
interest groups wield considerable power. The quest for consensus may blur any meaningful outcome.
However, this is a reality of the American scene a. d is not without its redeeming features.
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One of the primary difficulties in evaluating educational quality is the confusion between the study
of the process of education and the measurement of its product. Process evaluations appear to have wider
general use than do product measures even though there have been rapid improvements in the
measurement field. Actually, it is not an either/or situation; the best evaluation of educational progress
may be obtained by study of both process and product measures in a judicious blend.

A word or two is in order regarding the research techniques applied to the first two studies reported
herein. At the time the Washington State Inventory was couceptualized, first consideration was given to an
open-ended question technique like that employed by Brickell when he catalogued the innovations in New
York State schools, but this method was jettisoned when it became apparent that respondent§ would
probably have considerable constraints on their time. As a result, a "cafeteria-style" questionnaire, with
provision for additions, explanations or comments, was adopted. This proved to be a wise decision in the
view of those associated with the study. In the case of the "Major Washington State Employers Study,"
the basic te,:hnique used was that of the structured interview. In both cases, the basic research design was
deemed sound and proved satisfactory.

The study of assessment and accountability ranges across many educational, social, organizational and
politizal topics. It was necessary, therefore, that the research team working on this Commission Study select
topic targets of opportunity; that is, choose fields of study whIch appeared to be the most promising in the
light of the Commission's aims and goals and the time allotted to the study. The studies and special papers
which follow represent these target topics, and should help guide the Commission in making sound
recommendations.

It is anticipated that the Commission may desire additional investigation or follow-up on issues raised
in this report. Developments in the assessment and accountability field are taking place nationally on an
almost daily basis, and an update will always be possible.

Primary Recommendations to the Special Levy Study Commission
The recommendations which follow are an outgrowth of reviewing the educational literature;

surveying state and national developments; conducting basic research, and carrying on discussions among
research staff, consultants and other educators. The views of legislators, citizens and other agencies have
been considered. Needless to say, the recommendations will not be equally acceptable to all interest
groups associated with public education.

It should be especially noted that the extended rationales for the various proposals are threaded
throughout the special papers and research reports which are related to this digest. It is strongly
recommended, therefore, that the full report on Assessment and Accountability be read and studied at
leisure.

A. From the Washington Inventory of School Quality Measures

1. The school districts of the state should increase their efforts to identify and codify common and
special educational objectives and should keep these objectives under regular review as the needs
of the society change. Additionally, where not already doing so, a regular program of district
assessment should be employed to ascertain wi-.ether or not the schools of the district are
meeting their objectives.

2. The public and students should be involved in the process of identifying and codifying
educational objectives; the assessed outcomes should then be a subject for frank and open
discussion with the community, students, school directors, teachers, etc. School executives and
teacher-leaders should view their roles in this aspect as critical for they can act as interpreters of
the data collected and can exercise a truly professional leadership role.

3. Indicators known to influence educational quality should be much better understood by all who
are involved in public education from the superintendent to th-2. retired taxpayer. A part of
this process should be study of the research which is already available on this subject.

4. Internal and external communications in some school districts should be subject to immediate
improvement. The administration, teachers, students, parents and citizens need to be better
informed regarding educational objectives and quality-measure factors. Every possible
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alternative should be reexamined from informal discussions to reports in the media. Where a
valid basis for program improvement is revealed, school administration and teachers should
make every possible effort to effect that improvement.

5. A state-wide in-service training program should be undertaken to train public school educators,
administrators, teachers and others, in (1) the setting of performance objectives, and (2) the use
of educational quality indicators as they relate to evaluation and accountability.

B. From the Study of Major Washington Employers
The Superintendent of Public Instruction's office together with representatives from labor and
industry (large and small) should decide what is needed in the way of a useful and practical high
school vocational training program. This is broadly envisioned as incorporating the following
features:
1. A comprehensive two-year curriculum that would prove a student with both the ability to

make one of three choices and the academic and motivation skill to pursue that choice. The
three choices are: (1) college preparatory; (2) vocational, "apprentice-type" training; and (3) a
noncommitted liberal arts program of study to graduation.

2. The addition of a vocational training course of study for the senior yearof high school to serve
as an alternative to the now more socially acceptable college preparatory course of study.

3. Addition of a vocational counseling program that both gives advice and attacks the myth of the
vocational training stigma. This program should have the philosophy that making a piston fit a
cylinder to the 1/1,000 inch has as much merit as the ability to make geometric calculations.

4. A plan to promote and secure the cooperation of labor and industry in providing both the
resources, physical and otherwise, and the instructional basis for craft-skill training programs.

5. A program that need not necessarily run during the regular school day, so that facilities and
personnel in industrial plants may be used when not in operation.

6. The use of both skilled craftsmen from industry and teachers from the public schools as a
unified instructional effort. This should entail a sharing program set up to maximize the
instruction and usefulness to both school and industry, and to minimize the cost to the schools.

7. For areas without significant industry or training facilities, a large and comprehensive technical
school facility should be constructed to serve more than one school district in the area with an
industrial-educational staff. Conceivably, the intermediate school district might play a major
role in such development.

The state should also consider including some vocation-oriented curriculum and counseling within
the existing elementary program. Attitudes and interest in a vocation are developed early in life; the
inclusion of vocational material at the elementary level might open a variety of vocational choices to
the student before all his attitudes are formed and his decisions made.

C. From the California and Florida Surveys of State Assessment and Accountability Practices

1. State Board of Education members should be elected by the voting public, one member
representing each of the 14 intermediate school districts in the State of Washington, and the
board, in turn, should appoint the Superintendent of Public Instruction as their executive
secretary.

2. Study committees and commissions charged with the responsibility of designing, developing,
and/or implementing evaluative techniques accountability and assessment in education,
should be funded by and directly responsible for reporting to a joint House-Senate education
sub committee.
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3. The procedure for designing, developing, and implementing the Planned Program Budgeting
System (PPBS) as employed by the California Commission should be utilized by an agency,
program division, or commission for the mounting of state-wide educational evaluation
techniques in the State of Washington. Process procedures to be implemented would include,
but not be limited to:

a. Legislative authorization, charge, and appropriation.

b. Identification of a commission comprised of representatives of the Joint Legislative
Subcommittee on Education, the Governor, the State Department of Public Instruction,
the local education agency, the teachers' and administrators' associations, the consumers of
education (the general public), and specialists in the area under study.

c. Early interaction by the commission with both state and local education agency officials.,

d. The development of a preliminar responsibility schedule, presented to and approved by
the legislative subcommittee.

e. Training of personnel and field testing in pilot projects the task(s) under study.

f. Allowance provided within the model for constant, objective evaluation and modification
of the procedures.

g. Wide distribution of results of pilot projects.

h. Wide-range training of additional personnel.

i. Implementation of the modified model state-wide.

j. Revision for constant review and evaluation which will allow changes to be made as
needed.

k. A realistic time schedule for the accomplishment of the above.

4. A state-wide educational program assessment system should be designed, developed, field tested
and implemented. Such a system woukt include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following
components:

a. A commission representing those members of the public involved in the educational system
as providers, producers, and/or consumers.

b. A central educational information management system; e.g., CEIMS.

c. Local, e.g., intermediate district, educational information systems (CE1S) to provide
pupil personnel and business services to local education agencies.

d. Uniform collection of data related to costs and benefits of those services provided by local
education agencies. Such data would include, but not be limited to:

(1) Costs of various process inputs to the educational production function.

(2) Data on the status inputs of teachers, districts and pupils.

(3) Objective data on the achievement gains made by pupils.

e. A system for the wide dissemination of results to the legislature, the State Department of
Public Inr+i-uction, the local education agencies and the general public.
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S. The Office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) should conduct a thorough
analysis of activities in other states related to those in the SPI before programs and/or projects
are proposed.

6. The Office of State Superintendent of Public Instruction in Olympia should develop and adopt
a procedure which will affect the coordination of those projects and/or activities in the state
which are evaluation oriented.

7. If the state is going to consider systems such as MIS (Management Information System), PPBS,
Student Records, etc., on a state-wide basis, they should do so as soon as possible.

8. An in-service training program should be undertaken at the SPI to train state employees in
setting performance objectives and writing performance contracts.

9. The results on the NAEP materials should be secured from those schools in the state
participating in the national sample. It is further recommended that these results be studied in
an effort to discern tile value of the NAEP materials as related to the evaluation process and the
directions that the state is considering taking regarding an evaluation system.

D. From the Entire Scope of the Study General Recommendations

1. A Washington State Office of Educational Assessment and Analysis (OEAA) should be
established.

a. Suggested authorization should take place in the next session of the legislature (1972) for
implementation as soon as feasible thereafter.

b. It is not envisaged that this organization be a large bureaucratic structure. Rather, the
suggested staffing would be: director, research associate (computer-systems analyst),
research associate (fiscal), research assistant (statistics and evaluation), research interns
(two or more, probably doctoral candidates) and secretaries.

c. The primary activity of OEAA would be to design and continually update a program of
state-wide assessment which would utilize all indicators of school progress presently
available; coordinate requests for such other measures as are presently in general utilization
in assessing educational progress; and, finally, with appropriate study and approval, request
such additional, new data from the public schools as aeemed essential for a composite
picture.

d. The primary services perfolmed by OEAA would be:

(1) to provide a primary information input into the Washington State Legislature.

(2) to provide annual information on educational progress in Washington's schools to the
SPI, school executives, school boards, parents and citizens.

(3) to help identify problem areas in the curriculum for recommended "special
treatment" (additional 1-uman or economic resources or possible new approaches,
etc.)

(4) to keep abreast c . newer and emerging evaluation techniques in areas where
assessment progre.s has 1-, t..cn slower and more difficult (the affective domain). Once
developed, it i. that some of these newer approaches would be
incorporated into the state. s to:A system.
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(5) to work with schools, businesses, industry and other agencies in the development of
an improved system for evaluating and assisting vocational-technical programs.

c. If approved, it is envisaged that the initial year of the OEA . would be dedicated to wide
consultation with interested groups (legislators, educators, puolie representatives, etc.) as
an integral part of the total plan. Once the state's proposed assessment program is drafted,
it would be subject to legislative approval.

f. Alternative routes for responsibility and reporting of OEAA:

( I ) The Governor.

(2) The State Board of Education.

(3) The Education Committees of the State House and Senate.

(4) Thc "State Trustees." perhaps consisting of representatives from: the Governor, the
Legislature. S131. colleges and universities, industry, business, school administrators,
teachers, the public. etc.

Following considerable discussion on this matter, it is recommended that the proposed
OEAA be responsible to and report directly to the Education Committees of the House
and Senate. This is based on the notion that more decisive action could be taken via this
route and the fact that in the American milieu much of the educational enterprise is
responsible to legislative organizations.

Onc half of one percent of the state education budget should be set aside biannually ior
research and expenmentation with funding for single projects to exceed S 150,000. It is further
recommended that individual districts submit proposals to the agency responsible for this
proggam, and that viable kinds of experiments presently on the scene, such as the year-around
school, performance contracting, and the voucher system be considered as illustrative topics.



WASHINGTON INVENTORY OF SCHOOL QUALITY MEASURES

Introduction
In the past two years there has been a resurgence of interest on the part of citizens and educators in

the concept of educational assessment. As yet, a fully operational definition has not been agreed upon by
a consensus of educators or laymen. Indeed the concept stirs a spirited debate which is reflected in many
professional journals, school meetings and the media, Assessment has frequently been explained in terms
of "professional wisdom," "philosophic hypothesis," and "public opinion." To date, limited basic
research has been mounted in the State of Washington to determine by what criteria and processes public
school districts assess their educational quality. Put another way, there is a lack of empirical evidence to
determine how schools assess outcomes of the educational process; as a result, there is a tendency to resort
to opinions.

Purpose of this Study
The primary goal of this study was to catalog and classify those measures currently used and

published by school districts in the State of Washington in determining educational quality. Perceptions or
opinions as to what -should be" were not an objective of this study. Rather, the primary focus was aimed
at determining the measures school districts accept and use in assessing financial support, planning,
programs and personnel.

Research Procedure
I. The Sample. A 100 percent samrling technique was employed, and district re' nonses were sought

from several major groups in all of Washmglon., public school districts.
Groups afforded an opportunity to nirt ipate included the Washington State School District

Superiutendents or Head Teachers Sch liJard Directors, Washington Education Association Unit
Presidents and Boards of Directors, bV; gton State Federation of Teachers Unit Presidents, and
Parent-Teacher Organization Council Presrlents. I* would have been advantageous to include students in
the sample. However, because of time strictures over which the researchers had no control, data had to be
collected in early August, and therefore it was not feasible to contact students. Table One displays the
number of questionnaires mailed and returned with appropriate percentages.

Table I

NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES MAILED AND RETURNED

Group Number Mailed Number Returned Percentage Returned
Total sample 975 463 45
Superinwndents 319 23 I 72
School boArd directors 319 87 27
WEA presidents 252 1 ' ! 44
WSFTpresidents 21 5 24
PTA presidents 64 -,9 45

2. The Return. The superintendents was the on;, gre.aip with return large enough, 72 percent, to
yidd st..tistkally valid information. Thus ths cor.c'usir..r.s reached and lbsequently reported herein will,
for the ,ncy,1 liart, be confined to the total sample ol all "sow, :,.;-irting with a special examination of the
superintendents' response. It s''ould be notc.:, hoNever iat i. provided by other groups included in
the stud) were in substantial ay inent with the findi..gs yielded by the superintendents' reports.

Table 2 describes the return percentages of superintendents by district enrollment size. Districts with
fewer than 200 students had less than a 35 percent return. As a result, further in-depth analysis of this
gout) wis not taken. the results obtained for this group, however, were fo i. the most part in substantial
agyeement with the major trends found and reported ir the stuiy,
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Table 2

NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES MAILED
TO SUPERINTENDENTS AND RETURNED

BY DISTRICT SIZE (ENROLLMENT)

Size Interval
School Districts No. Mailed

Group Size (Enrollment) to Supt's. No. Ret'd. Percentage Ret'd.
1 Above 20,000 6 6 100
, 10,000-19,999 9 9 100
3 5,000-9,999 23 23 100
4 2,600-4,999 28 23 82
5 1,600-2,599 26 23 88
6 1,000-1,599 28 25 90
7 500-999 58 48 83
8 200-499 63 47 75
9 Below 200 78 27 35

Total 319 231 72

3. The Instrument Employed. The research technique used for this study was a descriptive survey. An
instrument, the Washington State Inventory of School Quality Measures (WISQM, included in the
Appendix, below), was developed to gather the data. Moreover, this instrument was pretested and rermed
in 45 applications with experienced classroom teachers and administrators. The W1SQM was designed to
perform three key tasks. The first was to catalog the degree to which the school districts use specific
indicators of educational quality. The second was to determine the percentage of schools publishing
information cor.cerning specific indicators of educational quality. The third was to determine what
process the districts use in disseminating data on school quality measures to their patrons and education
staffs.

WISQM was divided into five parts: financial, personnel, process, product nieasures, and release of
information. Each section also provided an opportunity to respond in an open-ended manner and thus to
elicit factors unique to a given district or omitted from the original listing of school quality measures.
Further, the questionnaire was designed so that responses to the questions would be in the form of degrees
of use rather than simply use or nonuse. An explicating question was asked regarding the districts'
publication of each measure. The format employed in part five, release of information, was substantially
different. In this concluding section, five questions were asked concerning school personnel and practices
utilized in the dissemination of quality measure reports.

The questions were objective in nature and were stated in such a way as to make them quantifiable.
This use of objective criteria presupposed the lack of valid measures of subjective criteria.

Conclusions
The conclusions of this state-wide inventory of school quality measures provide several important

clues in determining how various groups view educational quality. Public attitudes toward schools are
unquestionably influenced by the presence or absence of these measures. These attitudes may significantly
influence voting behavior in special levies; however, this possibility was not a part of the study.

1. Presently there is a wide range of educational quality measures in use by the public school
districts in Washington State. However, a consensus of measures in significantly high use (75
percent or over) can be determined. They are:

a. Number of course offerings in total curriculum.
b. Teacher-pupil ratio.
c. Accreditation of secondary schools.
d. Percentage of students entering college.
e. Availability of psychological and counseling services.
f. Students' scores on standardizt tests.
g. Number of college preparaton .ierings.
h. Students' grades and grade-poin ..verages (GPA).
i. Availability of special education programs.
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Table 3
THOSE INDICE4 USED BY 50 PERCENT

SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS SEEN BY TOTAL

Index

OR MORE OF
SAMPLE

Percentage Percentage
Publishing

Number of course offerings in total curriculum.
Teacher-pupil ratio.
Accreditation of secondary schools.
Percentage of students entering

88
83
83

21
33
14

college. 83 16

Availability of psychological and counseling services. 78 16

Students' scores on standardized tests. 7J 9

Number of college preparatory offerings. 77 I 7

Students' grades and GPA. 77 15

Availability of special education programs. 76 17

Per-pupil expenditure. 75 40
Annual expenditures for instructional supplies. 75 23

Number of books per pupil in library. 74 12

Recognition of individuals and teams in athletics. 74 15

Annual library books purchaszs. 73 24

Teacher salary schedule. 71 36
Percentage of teachers with graduate credits. 71 15

Availability of speech and hearing clinic. 70 13

Recognition of individuals and groups in arts or band. 70 15

Percentage of teachers with B.A. degree. 69 16

Percentage of students participating in dramatic or
musical performances. 68 10

Percentage of teachers with master's degree. 67 17

Annual rate of teacher turnover. 67 13

Percentage of students entering vocational school. 67 12

Annual expenditures for consumat !;:. materials. 65 21

Percentage of student drop-outs. 65 14

Percentage of students exhibiting initiative and
self-discipline. 65 2

Submission/success ratio of special levies. 64 24

Balance of experienced-inexperienced teachers. 63 7

Percentage of students participating in student
government. 63 6

Percentage of students participating in athletic
contests per year. 62 8

Percentage of students participating in kindergarten
programs. 61 13

Recognition of individuals and groups in visual arts. 61 9

Librarian-pupil ratio. 60 14

Special services-pupil ratio. 59 15

Percentage of students participating in driver
education courses. 58 15

Percentage of students participating in field trips per
year. 58 10

Number of National Merit Scholarship finalists. 57 38

Number of innovative programs initiated per year. 57 11

Millage rate. 55 38

Types of employment of former students. 55 4

Annual expenditure for plant and operations. 54 25

Administration salary schedule. 52 23

Personal testimony by former students. 52 3

Assessed valuation per pupil. 50 28
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j. Per-pupil expenditure.
k Annual expenditures for instructional supplies.

2. Small school districts use a more limited and less sophisticated spectrum of school quality
measures.

3. Those measures evidencing low or no use (50 percent or less) by scli ol districts are those
concerning:

a. Personnel characteristics.
b. Progjams concentrating on students outside the parameters of middle-class standards.
c. Actions by students that could be viewed as unpleasant or negative indicators of quality.

4. Clearly, some school districts have failed to keep the public informed regarding measures of
educational quality. Staff availability undoubtedly plays an influential role here. As a school
district increases in enrollment, more data are published. However, these data tend to be
confined to financial and economic measures.

5. School districts appear to publicize only those measures of a positive nature. Unpleasant or
negative measures of quality are seldom reported, though this is surprising since organizations
characteristically focus on their positive features.

6. With the exception of larger districts, the task of dissemination is normally not assigned to one
person, but rather, is shared by several administrators.

A more detailed analysis of the total sample and total superintendents has been included in the
Appendix to this report. The following section, Supporting Data, highlights the analysis.

Supporting Data
There is a wide range of measures in use. A look at the total sample shows 44 measures in use by 50

percent or more of the school districts. (See Table 3.) While these measures cover all four categories of
measures, there is a notable lack of personnel measures, only five out of 44. Of the 44 measures only 11
were found to be in average or high use, 75 percent or more, of the total sample. If we compare the total
sample with each of its constituent partsSchool Board Directors, WEA, PTA, Superintendents and
WSFTwe find general agreement in the measures used. Two exceptions to this rule should be noted.
First, the PTA is in disagreement with the total sample on the priority of many measures. By their own
admission, most PTA presideats lacked the information to complete the instrument accurately. According
to one PTA president, "I had to go to the superintendent and ask him many questions." The reason for
this lack of knowledge may be explained by conclusion number four.

Another exception to this consensus concerns the WEA presidents' views of measures relating to
instruction and the priorities school districts attach to these. For instance, 84 percent of the
superintendents say annual expenditure for instructional supplies is used as an indicator of quality.
However, only 59 percent of the WEA presidents report this. The same holds true for the number of
books in the library: 88 percent of the superintendents indicate high or average use of this variable, while
only 55 percent of the WEA presidents indicate a high use in their districts. There appears to be similar
disagreement concerning the annual rate of teacher turnover: 76 percent of the superintendents indicate
average or high use, while only 59 percent of the WPA presidents indicate such use. These exceptions are
important; however, it should be repeated that a 4...Insensus concerning the use of most measures was
found among the constituent groups of the total sample.

It would appear that school districts are attempting to explore means of assessing their educational
quaiity; on the other hand, there appears to be substantive variance on specific criteria. One
superintendent wrote, "Our school district uses 'Profiles of Excellence' and a variety of accreditation
instrnment.: to determine quality." Another stated, "We are a small school district , .. everyone knows
what at school and we want all to be a part of our school."
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Small School Districts
As school districts increase their enrollment, the expanded budget appears to be sufficient to provide

the needed personnel to perform the tasks of educational assessment and dissemination of information.
Thus, larger districts utilize a broader and more sophisticated range of measures than do small districts.
Table 4 illustrates this increase in use. A chief school officer for one of the state's larger school districts
noted, "We are attempting to develop and use performance criteria and move away from the
how-we-spend-our-money type of index."

Small districts do not exhibit the sophistication apparent in the larger districts. This is shown in
Table 4 and supported by respondents' comments: "The school district is so small (11 teachers
and 130 students) that our evaluation is on an informal basis." One administrator from a small school
district took exception to the research instrument employed with this reaction: "We are a one-room
school and these types of measures do not apply to us."

At this point, a reexamination of Table 2 may serve as an aid in analyzing the situation and needs of
small districts. The size groups 8 and 9that is, schools of enrollment below 500account for 141 of the
319 school districts in our sample, or 44 percent of all school districts in the state. These are the school
districts that use very few indices of quality. However, these districts serve only approximately 27,000 of
the more than 758,000 students in the state, which is only 4 percent of the total.

Table 5

LISTING OF ALL INDICES USED BY LESS THAN 50 PERCENT OF
SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS SEEN BY TOTAL SAMPLE

Percentage Percentage
Index UsiLEn Publishing

Administration-pupil ratio. 49 16
Percentage of teachers belonging to teachers' organizations. 47 6
Percentage of stlidents participating in "cultural enrichment" programs. 47 9
Availability of student activity centers and programs. 47 6
Percentage of students participating in individualized courses. 46 6
Percentage of teachers involved in community organizations or activities, 45 3
Percentage of students participating in disadvantaged programs. 45 10
Average age of teaching staff. 44 4
Male/female teacher ratio. 40 5
Teacher activities reported in news media. 37 8
Number and intensity of personnel conflicts. 36 0
Percentage of student dismissals. 36 3
Annual expenditure for transportation equipment. 35 23
Annual expenditure for new buildings. 35 21
Percentage et- teachers receiving above state average teachers' salary. 33 5
Percentage of students involved in drug traffic. :JO 2
Percentage of students participating in cross-cultural courses. 29 3
Percentage of students participating in programs for drop-outs. 29 8
Average income of former students. 27 1

Percentage of students exhibiting social activist behavior. 25 1

Number of student confrontations. 24 1

Percentage of students participating in Headstart programs. 22 8
Percentage of teachers who receive B.A. degree outside the state. 13 4
Percentage of teachers who traveled 1,200+ miles in the last 5 years. 12 1

Percentage of teach- rs who publish journal articles or books. 10 2
Percentage of teachers with a 250+-volume personal library. 5 0
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On the other hand, in size groups 1 and 2 there are only 15 school districts, or five percent of all
school districts. Yet these account for approximately 356,000 students or 47 per'..enc of the total. It
should be repeated that these are the districts that use many indicators of quality. Therefore, this
comparison of large and small districts demonstrates that the low use of indicators by small school
districts is not particularly of statistical concern. Nonetheless, this analysis may be an important reminder
regarding the duplication of many administrative costs and services in small school districts.

Indicators of Low Use
"Often what really needs to be communicated so the education story can be told isn't." This

comment by one WEA unit president precisely defines school district attitudes toward many indicatc,rs of
quality. Table 5 lists measures used by less than 50 percent of the total sample. Of these 26 indicators, 11
concern personnel factors. The percentage of teachers with a 250-volume personal library was used as an
indicator by only five percent of the respondents. Studies conducted by the Institute for Administrative
Research (Columbia University) have indicated that this characteristic appears to have a positive
correlation with effective instruction. Further, it is somewhat perplexing to find that 74 percent of the
respondents' districts use the number of books per pupil in the library as an indicator of educational
quality, yet still appear to discount the teachers' personal libraries. Similar relationships were noted for
teachers who traveled 1,200 or more miles in a five-year period. Eighty-eight of the Washington State
r_spondents noted this measure to be of little or low use in their school district.

Four of these same 26 measures related to students outside the parameters of middle-class standards.
These are programs for drop-outs and for disadvantaged, cross-culture, and Head start pupils. These
particular areas have been described by some legislators, educators and laymen as areas which may be
pivotal in achieving educational objectives. Many school districts in Washington appear to place minimal
emphasis on these measures in assessing their quality. For example, the percentage of students
participating in Headstart programs was listed by only 22 percent of respondents as an indicator of
quality. Yet 61 percent thought participation in kindergarten was a viable indicator.

School districts tend not to utilize measured judged to be "unpleasant, negative or offensive" to
some people. Twenty-five percent view student social activist behavior as an indicator of school quality ;
24 percent employ the number of student confrontations; 30 percent appear to place emphasis on the
percent of students involved in drug traffic. The situation is reflected in the comments of one teacher:
"The administrators feel that educational 'quality' is high if the schools are operating smoothly, without
any disruptions or challenges to that operation."

School Districts and Public Information
Of significance to those interested in studying special levy failures ;s the apparent lack of information

disseminated regarding schools and indicators of quality. When considering the total sample and the total
number of superintendents, it appeared that none of the measures were published by 50 percent or more
of the districts. As one PTA council president remarked, "Publication of 95 percent of the information on
this survey is not done for the average citizen."

When stratifying the data by district enrollment size, it is revealed that 50 percent or more of the
districts with a greater than 20,000 enrollment (see Table 6) publish some measures. These measures are
primarily of a financial or economic nature. However, some superintendents apparently feel that even
budgetary matters are "too sophisticated" to release to the public. "We restrict some quality measures
such as the WEA Budget Analysis to the superintendent's office because the public could not interpret this
material," reported one district executive.

Small and remote school districts appear to have an almost impossible task facing them in the
dissemination of published school information. Table 6 illustrates the number of measures published by
school district size. Two comments emphasize the difficulty of dissemination in the small districts: "The
nearest news medium commonly used is 52 miles from our school," and "The school paper is the only
issue of a local nature to publish news about the school."

a
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Table 7

INDICES PUBLISHED BY 3 PERCENT OR LESS OF THE
SCHOOL DISTRICTS AS SEEN BY TOTAL SAMPLE

Index Percentage Publishing

Percent of student dismissals. 3.0
Percent of students particip,..L-ing in non-English-speaking programs. 3.0
Personal testimony by former students. 2.8
Percent of students involved in drug traffic. 2.2
Percent of students exhibiting initiative or self-discipline. 1.9

Percent of teachers who publish journals, articles, or books. 1.9

Percent of student confrontations. 1.3

Percent of students exhibiting social activist behavior. 1.3

Percent of teachers who traveled 1200+ miles in the last 5 years. 1.3

Average income of former students. 0.6
Number and intensity of personnel conflicts. 0.4
Percent of te chers with a 250+-volume personal library. 0.2

Unpleasant or Negative Indices
"We never let out information that may be misinterpreted," stated one superintendent. As previously

noted, many school districts publish limited measures; however, those that are published tend to be almost
exclusively of a positive nature. Items such as percent of students in drug traffic, number and intensity of
personnel conflicts, or the percent of student dismissals all receive little publication by 97 percent of the
school districts. For a complete analysis of those factors discounted or not employed, see Table 7.
According to one superintendent, "Any question asked in a negative manner received a low recognition.
We here at try to take a positive approach to education." One rural PTA council president
records how her district attempts to take a positive approach: "The press is always invited to attend these
meetings where reports are available, but tl'y are almost always told what to say about these reports."

Shared Responsibility in Dissemination
For many schools in the state, the publications task is a shared assignment, although some

administrators appear to desire additional staff assistance as reflected in this comment: "We could use a
full time public information director." Fifty-two percent of school districts, according to the
superintendents, divide the task of information dissemination among ieveral administrators. Only those
districts above 20,000 in enrcllment assign the task to one person. This ibility to adequately staff a public
information office may be one key element in improving relations with the voter public and quite
obviously this additional serNice has its price.

Summary and Comment
If one assumes that public institutions should be accountable to their constituencies, it is possible to

conclude that public education needs to develop more expertise and commitment to this obligation. If it is

necessary for the public schools in Washington State to have some basic aims and objectives, it may be
assumed they have not accomplished this goal. If it is necessary that schools inform the public as to the
educative process, the potential for improvement appears to be evident. And if it is agreed that the school
districts should regularly report on their educational quality to their communities, then many appear to

have fallen short of the mark. A PTA council president touched on this concern by commenting, "There is
communications breakdown between the school district administration and the public."
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The above conclusions appear to indicate a need on the part of many school districts for assistance in
public information and dissemination. One superintendent underscored this need wile: he wrote, "It is
alarming how misinformed school patrons are regarding the educational programs in the respective school
districts. It is essential that this situation be corrected a the earliest moment."

In developing recommendations to solve this problem, one must respond to the need for better
public information services, not news which fails to tell the whole story.

The need for the study and release of objective criteria is pointed out by one teacher: "The practice
of emphasizing releases and disseminating information in just before special levy elections is
recognized by much of the public for what it is . .. a propaganda technique to get votes."

There are also two additional recommendations to be made which, perhaps, extend beyond the
parameters of the substantive data yielded by the Inventory of School Quality Measures. One of these arm-s
could have been effectively incorporated into the initial gathering of data had it been discovered in time.
While researchers now view this omission as regrettable, it may provide an interesting area for future
investigation. Specifically, this is the area of written and clearly understood educational objectives or goals at
all levelsstate, county, and local district. The state prescribes certain aspects of the curriculum as a minimum
objective for all districts, but to what extent are these studied, codified, and expanded at local district level?
Because of the range of criteria utilized in various school districts in determining their educational quality (or
the almost total lack of employed criteria in certain other districts), one is led to suspect that the
identification of objective and subjective criteria could well be improved at local levels. Although with the
limited evidence now in hand, one may only conjecture. Perhaps, each local school district should be allowed
to ask the basic questions related to objectives and criteria, and at the same time be held responsible for
moving forward to improve practices in the area.

The second recommendation is concerned with a systematized study of educational quality measures
at the district level. Several school board presidents and PTA leaders commented that they did not
understand the measures outlined in WISQM. While lay people cannot be expected to have gained the
expertise and sophistication demonstrated by school executive leadership and teachers in this area, there
appears to be a wide gap in understanding on the part of many citizens regarding criteria of educational
quality. Specifically, it is recommended that superintendents, principals and teachers consider the area of
indicators of educational quality as an agenda item for such things as school board meetings, PTA
meetings, and press releases. It would be useful to explain basic terminology to such lay groups and to
discuss the research available as related to specific indicators. Of course, the ultimate objective would be
to modify and Improve school district policy and practice along wilh better public understanding of our
schools. As understanding improves, so may public support unless there is something to conceal.
Secrecy will accomplish little except to heighten public suspicion and it may have a substantial influence
on voter behavior.

This report is meant to be of use in improving and modifying practices in school districts; and in this
respect it is necessary to point especially to the apparent dearth of activity in the personnel area. Interview
techniques and data sought on teacher application forms might well be reviewed and revised to yield
better data about potential candidates. The present supply-demand ratio in the teaching field should be
viewed by educational leadership as an opportunity to secure the services of only the best qualified
candidates. With so many candidates for each position, a wide range of choices is available at the buildir
level. The potential is tremendous for assembling outstanding instructional staffs as new schools atid
resulting positions are opened, and as replacements are sought for those resigning or retiring. Proper
exploitation of this potential could be one of the most important. events in a decade of public education.

If WISQM serves as a guideline for school district self-examim,zion and improvement, it has served its
purpose. It represents a pioneer effort and the cooperation, especially of the state's superintenaents, in
this project is most encouraging. Examining educational quality is a good deal like probing a de am cavity

extremely sensitive but at least in Washington State many appear ready to test and exp( iment, and
this is commendable.
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August 10, 1970

Dear
We need your assistance. Even though you are called upon to provide extensive data to a variety of

agencies, an important study is now under way in which we are certain you will wish to participate. In

fact, you may be asked to participate in more than one subsection by more than one principal investigator.
The study referred to is being conducted under the auspices of the Special Levy Study Commission. It is

anticipated that when the report is submitted to the legislature the recommendations may result in certain
modifications of our current definition of a basic education program; how we finance this program; how we
assess our educational progress; and how we remain accountable to our communities.

The attacted instrument is designed to help us make an inventory of our current school quality
measures and practices. What indices do we use/have to assist us in determination of how good a job our
schools are doing? Obviously this is a c3mplex question, so the first task is to catalog an inventory of
current practices.

Your assistance and help is earnestly solicited. Please give such information as you can provide and
return the inventory in the enclosed preaddressed, postage-paid envelope. Provision is also made for you to
respoi.d to areas not specifically elicited by the instrument. Please feel free to do so. Reports from
individual districts will remain confidential and will be so treated in the catalog of practices which will

result. It is anticipated that gross fmdings will be reported in a manner which will be helpful to you.
Additionally, a sample of 35 Washington St.?te school districts, identified by statisticians at Battelle
Northwest, will be interviewed by telephone by Mr. Gary Clark, research assistant at WWSC.

The requested return date deadline is August 31, 1970.
Thanking you in advance for your assistance in rendering this service to your schools and the state, I

am

Attachments: WISQM/one copy
Return envelope
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Sincerely yours,
s/ Richard 0. Starbird
Richard 0. Starbird, Consultant
Education Department, WWSC
206-734-8800, Ext. 1507
or SCAN 532-1507
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A STUDY OF WASHINGTON'S MAJOR EMPLOYERS AND HOW PERSONNEL

DEPARTMENTS VIEW RECENT GRADUATES FROM PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to provide the Special Levy Study ommission and staff with

up-to-date information to help the state's leaders decide how the state migi.. best create and maintain a
productive and efficient system of public education. The study dealt with (1) areas of manpower needs;

and (2) assessment of public education by appropriate businesses and industrial organizations concerned
with the educational needs of the state. Conclusions and recommendations contained in thi- ly were

drawn from an analysis of data noted below. Alternative suggestions have been included whe: .% -ranted.

Research Procedure
The Sample: The sample included a total of 41 business and industrial firms in thc state, varying in

si.,e from a total employment of 354 to 100,465 in September 1968 and from 300 to 70,000 at the
present time,1 Thirty-five of the 41 firms contacted chose to take part in the study. Of the 35, eight were

local organizations. 14 manufacturing, two sales, three sales and manufacturing combined, one service and

sales combined, and two with the organizational combination of sales, service and manufacturing.
Collection of Data: The basic research technique utilized for this phase of the study was that of the

structured interview. This was followed by ample space for open-ended, nonstructured responses to ideas

developed as an outgrowth of the areas covered. A cover letter accompanied by an interview schedule was

sent to the personnel managers of each of the firms explaining the purpose of the Temporary Special Levy

Study Commission and this particular aspect of its work. An appointment for a 20-minute to one-hour

telephone interview was then confirmed.1

Findings
In light of the fact that the state's educational needs change to some extent in light of social changes

(population shifts, technological input, manpower needs, etc.), the following question was asked in the

Employment Practices section of the survey:

During 1968, did you have positions which you were not able to fill because you

lacked qualified applicants?

Out of the 35 firms responding, 15 had positions which they were not able to fill. Further, all of

these positions were in the area of craft skills: i.e.. electricians, pipefitters, welders, plumbers, sheetmetal,

etc.
The Department of Labor's 1970-71 edition of the Occupational Outlook Handbook predicts these

general occupational areas to be the fastest growing nationally in the near future:

I. Professional and related job fields.
2. Service workers.
3. Workers in research and development, education and health services and the processing of

paperwork.

Herr is a summary of prospects in the 70's for the nine major occupational groups surveyed in the

Occupational Outlook Handbook.

1. Professional, technical and related workers: Jobs to increase by 50 percent, making this the

fastest growing occupational group in the decade. Tt c basic reasons are the ever-greater need for

highly educated workers, coupled with the ever-greater emphasis on socio-economic progress in the

U.S. These trends result in job opportunities in urban renewal, transportation, harnessing the ocean.

1 Se* Appendk*. following.



protecting the environment, searching for new scientific knowledge, and providing more social and
medical services.

2. Service workers: Jobs to increase by 40 percent. Growth of this occupational area is closely
related to that of some professional and technical fields. The basic reasons for growth are: the rising
demands for hospital and medical care, and for protective services as population and urbanization
continue to expand; increased use of restaurants, beauty parlors and recreational facilities, as income
levels rise, more housewives take jobs, and the workweek gets shorter.

3. Clerical workers: Jobs to increase 33 percent. As the economy grows, so will the amount of
office work. Operators of electronic data processing machines will be in greater demand than
record-keeping personnel, secretaries and typists.

4. Sales workers: Jobs to increase 30 percent. There will be goods and services to be sold in
retail stores, wholesale firms, insurance companies, real estate agencies, even door to door. The
expected rise will be largely the result of increased importance of many new products.

5. Craftsmen: Jobs to increase 25 percent. Needed will be carpenters, tool and die makers,
instrument makers, machinists, eiectricians and similarly skilled workers.

6. Managers and officials: Jobs to increase 20 percent; below par compared with the over-all
employment growth. The need for salaried management specialists business and government will
offset the decline in the number of self-employed managers of smaller '-usinesses.

7. Semiskilled workers: Jobs to increase 10 percent. Now the 1:_rgest occupational field in the
number of jobs. Some types of szmiskilled work will continue to u2cline as technology advances.
Increased production plus growth of freight trucking industry will provide jobs for workers who
assemble goods in factories, operate machinery, and drive trucks, buses and cabs.

8. Laborers: No growth ahead in jobs for workers who move, lift and carry materials and tools
because of contributing substitution of mechanical equipment for manual labor:

9. Farm workers: Jobs will decline 26 percent by 1980. Improving technology and the trend
toward larger farms will keep production high but the number of jobs low.

In order to make some assessment of the present public school curriculum and/or programs for
provaring candidates for employment, the following question was asked:

What is your assessment of the general educational caliber of your recent employees
during the past five years? Improved, about the same, or not as well prepared?

To this question, 15 personnel managers answered that the caliber had improved, 13 felt that the
caliber had remained about the same, five felt the caliber had deteriorated, and two made no comment.

Whereas this information tells us no more than that people are not completely happy with the
product of our schools- which should not be surprisingthere appears to be an underlying current of
distaste for the attitude of students about work and the emphasis by the schools on college preparatory
curriculum. One personnel manager, from a larger company, said, "The students are not at all ready for
industry, at best they have only been exposed, not trained." Another, who felt the caliber of recent
employees had improved, said, "The student of today is more intelligent, but has a negative attitude
towards work that seems to be accentuated in the schools." Another concurred, saying, "The present
employees have greater over-all knowledge, but have a very poor attitude about work and their obligations
to the company."

There is the very real possibility that this attitude is caused as much by the general attitude of society
as by what the schools are doing or not doing; the possibility will be explored at greater length later.

A frequently asked question is, "What are the schools doing in the areas of skill building; i.e., reading,
writing, speaking; and what are they doing to strengthen personality traits?" Surprisingly enough, business
and industry are fairly happy with the job being done by our schools in these areas. The followMg
question was asked in this regard:

Have your recent employees been able to meet your minimum standards in the
following areas:
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Yes No Omit

a. Oral communications 29 3 3

b. Written communications 17 11 7

c. Reading, including the ability to understand directions 19 3 13

d. Creativeness 19 0 16

e. Initiative 20 8 7

f. Enthusiasm 17 8 10

g.
h.

Critical thinking
Other (specify)

14 6 15

There seem to be two main criteria by which the personnel managers evaluated: experience and
attitude about work.

The two most significant statements in this regard were: "The kids do not have experience; a
practical office-type program for clerical workers would be helpful;" and, "There is a poor attitude about

a fair day's work for a fair day's pay." Because of the nomad quality of an employee without experience,
most employers put a premium on applicants with experience (actual) or on-the-job training.

This brings us to the next question asked of the personnel managers.

How well do you feel our high schools train applicants in specific job skills?

The overwhelming majority-26 answered, "Not well," four said "Well," and five did not answer.
The answers given were supported by different opinions and perspectives as to the cause of the difficulty.
An administrator from a large firm made the statement, "The schools do not prepare students for a craft
job, but that is understandable; they don't have the facilities. Clerical training isn't bad though." Another
made the comment that "Men are only trainable at best out of high school. I would rather go with an
experienced man. The job of vocational education is not complete enough; they need experience. A harder
line was, "poorly, there is an attitude that college is the only road. We don't have a real skill-craft program
in the whole country." A more positive, but similar attitude was, "When the schools take on a structured
program, they are usually pretty good. It just seems that craft-skill development is not a priority." A more
useful criticism with an alternative was, "not good. The schools do not actively ask for help from industry
and labor. There is a real need for vocational counseling. The now strongly college-oriented curriculum
needs some adjustment. It might do well to explore the equipment and manpower of industry as
classroom and instructional material; a lot of it now goes to waste."

Are you satisfied with the job that the common schools are doing preparing young
people for the world of work?

The answers were as follows: No-23, Yes-8, more or less-3 and one did not answer. The major
contributing factors were generally described as (1) schools are too college-oriented, (2) students have a
poor attitude about work, and (3) the schools give a distasteful attitude about work. The following
comments pinpoint the major areas of dissatisfaction. "The students of today don't know what they want
to do, don't know how to look for work, don't have employable skills, and think they are a failure if they
don't go to college." Another said, "They are prepared academically but lack an appreciation for work;
there is no skill-producing curriculum in the schools today." Yet another stated, "I don't see why there
isn't at least a 50 percent opportunity for college and a 50 percent opportunity for craft-skill
development; there is no real alternative for the student."

It is of use if the person being asked to offer criticism also has the opportunity to suggest an
alternative to a disputed situation. For that reason the following question was presented:

281



If you were making suggestions to the common schools of the state for further
improvement of their instructional program, what major suggestions would you
make'?

Of the 35 respondents, 24 suggested a stronger vocational education program, 23 suggested less
miphasis upon college, 21 suggested the addition of qualified and knowledgeable vocational counseling,
and five suggested a renewed and concerted effort to team up with labor and industry to produce a more
comprehensive and useful curriculum.

As one personnel manager put it, "As I see it, there is a real need for vocational counseling in our
schools; that together with a combined effort between labor, industry and the schools, we might be able
to fill the need for skill training. I picture two years in school and one year on the job in an
apprentice-type program. There is a need for the curriculum to be in perspective with the needs." In line
with the apprentice-type program, another suggested, "Get the kids equipped by the junior year for an
apprentice program that would teach 'real' competencies such as drycleaning, welding, plastics, cafeteria
training:" The need for vocational training was again pointed out in this comment, "There should be a
greater emphasis on the vocational training. The computers are doing away with the middle-manager
echelon. Everyone can't be a college president; we need more technicians. Who ever heard of an Indian
tribe that trains 80 percent of its people to be chiefs and 20 percent to be braves? 'Project Transition' is a
program whereby big companies get release time from the Army for the last six months of a man's hitch;
what about the schools donating a portion of their hitch?"

Out of all this the question arises as to what type of curriculum structure does in fact exist, and who
is to blame for the unwarranted emphasis on college preparation if it exists.

In trying to find information that would either factually credit or discredit management's view of
curriculum, the following was revealed:

1. There exists no structured separation of curriculum that would indicate what percentage of
students is in either college preparatory or vocational training programs. The two overlap to
such an extent that separation by percentage is impossible.

2. A definite negative social stigma about vocational training is held by our society; it would seem
that training for a craft skill is somehow like training for second-class citizenship. The social
pressures to go to college and succeed are enormous from both outside the high school and
within. The schools find themselves mirroring a preoccupation of our affluent society; the lack
of vocational training as a priority is the result.

3. A real alternative to college does not exist that offers either the depth or scope of the colk:ge
preparatory curriculum.

Conclusions
1. There is a growing need for skilled craftsmen, both professional and technical.
2. The present job of craft-skill training is not adequate.
3. At the present time, no significant numbers of secondary school students are being prepared for

the world of work.
4. There needs to be a real alternative for the student who does not want to go to college.
5. In order to fulfill the needs of both society and the students, a concerted reevaluation and

effort is necessary on the part of education, industry, and labor.
6. Building a truly comprehensive, usable curriculum that prepares students to make a choice and

then provides the alternatives to choose from is within the realm of possibility.

Recommendations
The polarization cf praccices and philosophies can be viewed as one of the biggest stumbling blocks

education has to face on the road to useful progress or change. Solace can be found in the fact that the
State Department of Public Instruction cannot give a peicentage breakdown of students in 'academic' or
'vocational' curriculum tracks. This information is not available simply because the overlapping of
vocationally oriented and academically oriented classes is so extensive that a dissection is unwarranted and
impossible. If a clear distinction between the two curriculums could be made, it would be in violation of a
tlnory that says education is in the process of experience, thought, and the act of making choices. It is the
purpose of this study to end the confrontation between academic and vocational training, to eliminate the
disparity between them, and to promote a program that is of benefit to both interests.
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To this end it is strongly recommended that the Superintendent of Public Instruction's office

together with representatives from labor and industry (large and small) should decide what is really needed

in the way of a useful and practical high school vocational training program. This is broadly envisioned as
incorporating the following features:

1. A comprehensive two-year curriculum that would provide a student with both the ability to
make one of three choices and the academic skill and motivation to pursue that choice. The
choices are: (1) college preparatory; (2) vocational, 'apprentice-type' training; and (3) a
noncommitted liberal arts program for the student who cannot or does not want to make a

choice at that time.
2. The addition of a vocational training course of study for the senior year of high school to serve

as an alternative to the now more socially acceptable college preparatory course of study.

3. Addition of a vocational counseling program that both gives advice and attacks the myth of the
vocational training stigma. This program should have the philosophy that making a piston fit a

cylinder to the 1/1,000 inch has as much merit as the ability to make geometric calculations.

4. A pian to promote and secure the cooperation of labor and industry in providing both the
resources, physical and otherwise, and the instructional basis of the craft-skill training programs.

5. A program that need not necessarily run during the regular school day, so that facilities and
personnel in industrial plants may be used when not in operation.

6. The use of both skilled craftsmen from industry and teachers from the public schools as a
unifkd instructional effort. This should entail a cost-sharing program set up to maximize the
instruction and usefulness to both school and industry, and to minimize the cost to the schools.

7. For areas without significant industry or training facilities, a large and comprehensive technical
school facility should be constructed to serve more than one school district in the area with an
induslrial-educational staff. Conceivably, the intermediate school district might play a major
role in such development.
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APPENDIX A

PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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Interviewee

PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Firm 41 contacted; 31 participated

Position

Firm Address

Telephone

I. General Scope

1. Is your firm part of a local, regional or national

organization? local: 8 'regional: 2 national: 25

2. Is your firm a service, sales, or manufacturing organization?

service: 13 manufacturing: 14 sales: 2 .sales & manuf.: 3

service & sales: 1 service-sales-manufacturing: 2

II. Employment Practices

1. What was your average total employment over the past five

years? Average employment over the past five years compared with the present

employment: 13 firms decreased, 11 increased, six remained constant, three had no

figures.

2. How many people do you employ now? Appendix

3. During 1968 did you have positions which you were not abl to fill

because you lacked qualified applicants? Yes: 15 no:20

4. Does the individual department do the hiring or is the hiring done

through the personnel department? individual department hiring: 4

personnel department only: 16 personnel department as screening agent

with individual department hiring: 8 both personnel and individual

department: 3 omit: 4
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5. When interviewing, do you go out to training institutions or do

applicants come to you? applicants come to company: 17

both nmthods: 18

6. Does your firm run a national, regional, or local public relations

program that tends to attract talent?

national program: 7

no program: 22

regional program: 4 local program: 2

7 What is your average rate of turnover? Ranged from 1%; to 130%;

due to hmmh working conditions.

III. Interviewing Procedures

1. Is your interviewing done on a one-to-one basis or in teams?

one-to-one basis: 31 team basis: 1 one-to-one repeating basis: 3

2. Do you require letters of recommendation from previous employers?

no: 28 yes: 7 make phone and written reference checks: 26

3. Do you require records or recommendations from the public school

from which the applicant graduated or attended? If so, which ones?

Do you use telephone verification for this as opposed to written

documentation? Reconisrequired of college only: 25 No reconunendations

from public schools: 24

schools: 10

Require recommendations from public

Telephone recommendation: 5 Written recommendation: 5

IV. Assessment of Present Public School Curriculum and/or Programs for
Preparing candidates for Employment

I. What is your assessment of the general educational caliber of your

recent employees during the past five years? Improved, dbout the

same, or not as well prepared? improved:15 remained the mmne: 13

not as well prepared: 5 no comment: 2

2. Have your recent employees been able to meet your minimum standards

in the following areas:

a. Oral ommunications? yes: 29
290
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r

:

sr% 1 7 n4, 1 1 tensol 7

nil

:t. 19

sea 20

sea 17

2 i attitude about swot&

yes 14

nnul 13

no 0

no K

no /4

no b

omit 16

onset 7

omit. $0

omit. 15

evaluated b two mans 'Miens_ I esperience

nuw lc :rre: c.r :1(-hr.of.ti train arT:tcant in ape-ciric

noivre11. 26 well: 4 no answer: S

:Ac- scare cummurAties rr scbc,cls produce gra4uates who seem to be

:acre hoz others': not assessed: 22 all about the same: 4

some better than others: 9 Suburben schools were mentionecnost 12x_the9

answering yet.

V. lenerai Comments

1. Are you satisf'ied with the job that the coemon schools are doing in

preparing young people ror the worlo of wori: no:23 yrs: 8

issuer or lesi: 3 moil: 1

2. If you were making suggeltions to the common schools of the state for

further improvement of their instructional program, what major

sugeestions would you make' Suillentinns included in Wier.

3. Comments:

Interviewer
Date
Time
Location
Duration
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PARTICIPATING FIRMS

Appendix

PARTICIPATING FIRMS--1968 EMPLOYMENT

APPROXIMATE EMPLOYMENT-1968

Service
American Building Maintenance Co.

514

General insurance (Safeco)
1.107

Group Health
550

Los Angeles-Seattle Motor Express
577

National Bank of Commerce
1,539

Pacific Northwest Bell Co.
5.732

Pacific Northwest Laboratory (Battelle)
2,854

Puget Sound Power & Light Co.
994

Seattle First National Bank
2,627

Seattle Times
1,236

U.S. Army- Fort Lewis
3,176

U.S. Post OffiCe -Seattle
4,253

Howard S. Wright Construction Co.
578

Manufacturing
Atlantic Richfield

1,447

Boeing Co.
100,465

Del Monte
754

Douglas United Nuclear
1,946

Evans Products Co.
505

Heath Tecna
892

Kaiser
1,643

Lockheed
3,349

E. A. Nord Co.
578

Olympia Brewing Co.
698

Pacific Car & Foundry
2,088

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard
10,822

Todd Shipyard
2,433

U.S. Plywood
525

Saks
Frederick & Nelson
Safeway

3,660
2,149

Saks & Manufacturing
Armour & Co.

354

Fisher Flouring Mills Co.
518

Simpson Timber
529

Service and Sales
United Air Lines

ServiceSalesManufacturing
Bethlehem Steel Co.
Weyerhaeuser Co.

Source: Employment Security Department, St4te,of Washington, September 1968 data
295 _
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1,924

1,218
1,635
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WASHINGTON STATE INVENTORY OF SCHOOL QUALITY MEASURES

NAME OF PERSON RESPONDING

POSITION OR TITLE

SCHOOL ADDRESS

SCHOOL DISTRICT

TELEPHONE: AREA CODE NUMBER EXTENSION

Purpose of this Study

The goal of this study is to catalog those measures now currently

used by school districts in determining educational quality. Perceptions

or opinions as to what "should be" is not an objective. Rather, the

primary focus is aimed at measures school districts accept and use in

assessing, planning and programming.

Utilization of Findtalls

Once collected and summarized, the Inventory of Washington School

Quality Measures will yield an up-to-date picture of those considerations

most widely and least widely used by school executives as indicators of

quality. This information will be of interest to all who are concerned

with public education.

Confidentiality

Individual districts will not be identified in the inventory result-

ing from this study, although district data will be classified and

clustered according to size and other logistical factors. The findings

of the study will be reported in a published inventory which will be

informative and useful to those interested in the common schools.

Completion Time

Pre-testing indicates an average investment of 20 minutes to complete

this status report.

-309- 22
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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

The attempts by the legislature and various agencies of the State of California to design, develop and

implement techniques for evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of local educational programs can

best be described as fragmented and disjointed. Several sophisticated programs have been implemented

state-wide, and two or three concentrated studies are under way. However, there appears to be little

central coordination of effort and analysis of findings. In fact, several study commissions apparently have

been charged with overlapping responsibilities. Little communication between study commissions and

programs exists.
Attempts by various programs and commissions to produce and implement findings are influenced by

three factors:

1. The political scenea constitutionally elected, non partisan State Superintendent and

strong-willed legislative Senate and Assembly Education Committees.

2. The financial scenecontinued competitiveness of growing public-sector programs for the tax

dollar combined with a taxpaying public aroused over the dollar's decreasing purchasing power.

3. The educational sceneloss of confidence in the public schools by the taxpayers. Local

education agencies tend to give their current financial crisis top-priority consideration.

Additionally, associations representing educators are failing to assume an active role in and an

open attitude towards many of the tasks charged to study commissions. This failure to

participate actively may result from feelings that the findings of such commissions tend to be, in

the long term, inconsequential when put into operation.

Despite these trends, several important assessment programs have been implemented in the State of

California. Study commissions are, moreover, actively pursuing the problem of evaluation, and several

have made important strides in designing, developing, and pilot-testing effectiveness and efficiency

techniques.
It has been observed that those programs and projects demonstrating success appear to have the

following characteristics:

A. A specific and reasonable charge of responsibility.
B. Appropriate level of funding and the continuance of that funding.

C. The employment of knowledgeable and well-paid staffs.

D. Early involvement of representatives of local education agencies and professional associations.

E. A well-pIanned tentative program of operation stating specific procedures, order of process, and

realistic target dates.
F. Authorization and funding by the State Legislature; final report due to a legislative body.
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Section 2

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES

California Education Information System (CEIS)
CEIS provides pupil and business computer services through 12 regional centers to approximately 40

percent of California State local education agencies. Pupil subsystem includes: scheduling, attendance,
mark reporting, test scoring, California guidance, student master file, and administrative planning. The
business subsystem includes: control, accounts payable, stores inventory, personnel/payroll, and financial
data. Several of the regional centers have developed additional specific services to meet local needs. The
regional celiters channel data to the CEIMS located in Sacramento.

California Education Information Management System (CEIMS)
CEIMS is designed as an information management program for the California State Department of

Education. Current application programs include credentials, special education, ethnic surveys,
apportionment, and state testing. Proposed programs include Federal funds, vocational education, fiscal
accounting, administrative research, compensatory education, and textbooks.

CEIMS is essentially, at the present time, an integrated educational data bank providing raw and
summary data required for information and reports to the State Legislature, the Governor's Office, the
U.S. Office of Education, the State Department of Education, and local education agencies.

California State Testing Act, 1969
The California State Department of Education is required to obtain and publish in "readable" form

intelligence- and achievement-test scores of all sixth- and twelfth-grade students in public schools in the
state. The State Board of Education has selected the tests to be administered: Lorge-Thorndike
intelligence Tests, grades six and twelve; Iowa Tests of Educational Development, grade twelve;
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, grade six; and the California Physical Performance Test, grade six.
Intelligence- and reading achievement-test results for the 1968-69 school year were published in rank-order
form in 1970. Additional information published for each district included: family poverty level, minority
percentage, transitory factors, assessed valuation, instructional expenditures, tax rate, minimum and
maximum salaries, pupil-teacher ratio, and number of certificated nonteaching personnel. Information
from the Miller-Unruh testing program was included in the report.

Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act, 1965
The Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 is a state-supported program designed to provide

additional reading specialists to those districts having a high percentage of low-achieving readers in grades
one, two, and three. All students in grades one, two, and three in the state are tested. Two uses are made
of test results: evaluation of reading programs, and determination of priorities for funding under the act.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I
The Division of Program Evaluaiaon, Office of Compensatory Education of the State Department of

Education, is required by this Federal act to submit an annual state-wide evaluation of ali Title I projects.
The staff has developed an evaluation form to be completed by each local education agency having a Title
I project. Information requested relates to the following programs: language development, mathematics,
supportive auxiliary services, intergroup relations, parent involvement, and staff development. Within the
last program, the state evaluation staff has developed an evaluation form designed to implement
cost-effectiveness analysis of in-service training programs.

Governor's Commission on Educational Reform
Governor Ronald Reagan authorized this commission in 1969 and charged it with the task of

studying public school fmancing, teacher training and certification, salaries, school districting urban and
suburban needs, organization and management of school administration, classrooin practices and
curriculum. The commission has issued its first list of recornmendations to the Governor and has been
funded for this fiscal year to continue its invest-g ions.
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Advisory Commission on School District Budgeting and Accounting
The State Legislature authorized and funded the Planned Program Budgeting System (PPBS)

Advisory Commission. The charge to the commission was to formulate and prepare for implementation a
PPB system for local education agencies. During 1968-69 a conceptual design of a PPBS was developed in
conjunction with six local education agencies, professional associations, and a consulting firm. The system
was pretested in 14 school districts and one county superintendent's office during the 1969-70 school
year. During the 1970-71 school year some 800 local education-agency personnel will be trained to utilize
the system in local school districts. A manual has been published and will be available later this fall. The
PPB System is described as including these components:

1. Goals, objectives, and evaluative criteria.
2. Programs, program structure, and program codes.
3. Program budget and multiyear financial plan.
4. Program costs accounts and program reports.
5. Management information system.
6. System analysis.

Data Processing
Several agencies and professional associations have authorized policy committees functioning in the

area of data processing. Those included in this report were:

1. State Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processingformed to advise the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

2. Educational Task Force on Educational Data Processingacting as a liaison committee on data
processing between the California State Department of Education and professional associations.

3. Educational Data Processing CommitteeState legislatures require all state agencies employing
data processing applications to have an agency advisory committee. This committee is
comprised of cabinet-level members of the State Department of Education and reviews and
recommends a data processing policy for the department.

4. County Superintendent's Data Processing CommitteeSuperintendents from each county
having a regional center meet to discuss problems, initiate activity and propose policy for the
regional CEIS centers.

Advisory Committee on Program and Cost Effectiveness
This committee was recently authorized by the State Legislature to study and recommend for

funding Title I, Title III, and Miller-Unruh programs which demonstrate the greatest cost effectiveness.
The committee has just recently met and developed a tentative program of study. They are currently
looking for an executive secretary. A preliminary questionnaire has been developed for the
cost-effectiveness evaluation of Title I, grade-three reading programs.

Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Objectives
The joint committee was comprised of members of the Senate and Assembly Education Committees

and three representatives of the State Board of Education. Their reportThe Way to Relevance and
Accountability in Education was presented during the last legislative session.
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Section 3

BUREAU OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS
CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMI 11 OF EDUCATION

The California State Bureau of Information Systems is responsible for developing and implementing
information systems and data processing applications for the State Department of Education. The State
Legislature recently mandated changes within this bureau, and currently the major responsibility of the
bureau appears to be to design, develop, and implement the California Education Information System
(CEIS) and the California Education Information Management System (CEIMS).1 The former is a regional
data-collecting system currently located in 12 centers, and the latter, an educational data bank and
information-retrieval system located in Sacramento. Regional centers feed data to the Sacramento center.

California Education Information System
The purpose of the CEIS is to provide a consistent state-wide reporting system and data base.

The CEIS concept emphasizes the development of information systems for local district use that will

generate, as by-products of the basic processing steps, the information required by county, state, and
Federal agencies. CEIS is available to any school district as well as to regional centers. The basic

system is "open-ended" as to input and output media; sophisticated as well as basic approaches to
data transmission can be accommodated. This flexibility encourages users to develop options above

and beyond the basic system.2

CEIS has two basic components or subsystems: the business subsystem and the pupil subsystem (see

Figure I ). The former makes available functions or applications for local education agencies in the areas of
attendance, scheduling, test scoring, mark reporting, California guidance, and administrative planning. The

business subsystem provides for control, accounts payable, stores inventory, personnel/payroll, and
financial applications. Several of the regional centers have developed additional or specialized applications;

e.g., Riverside: county business services; Sacramento: audio-visual catalogue system, facility inventory for

community colleges; Central Valley: migrant educationTitle I; Contra Costa: Public Law 874 Survey,

library inventory.

The Pupil Subsystem3
The current pupil subsystem is made up of seven applications: student master, scheduling, attendance

accounting, mark reporting, test reporting, California guidance, and administrative planning.

1. Student Master

The student master file combines information from all applications of the pupil subsystem into a
common pool of data for report generation and historical accumulation. Maintenance of the file is

carried out concurrent with the normal data-gathering and data-reporting activities.

2. Scheduling

The scheduling application is capable of standard or flexible scheduling of large or small schools and

has been designed for high efficiency in scheduling a large number of schools. Two major steps are

involved in preparing a master schedule. First, information needed by administration to construct the

master is produced from student request cards. Second, after the school administration has analyzed

the output and prepared a school master schedule, the pupil assignment is initiated. Normally this
second step is run several times, initially as a series of trial runs and finally as a production run, with

the school administration adjusting the school master schedule.

'Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing, Educational Data Processing (Sacramento, California: August

1970), p. 34.
2Herb Adams, "CRIS in California Regional Centers," Journal of Educational Data Procecsing, 6, No. 3, 181-92.

3Information on the pupil and business subsystems is quoted from Adams, Op. Cit., pp. 184-86;
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3. Attendance Accounting

This application provides the means for collecting attendance and enrollment information from the
districts. It also has the ability to distribute to these same districts syntheses of the data received via
regular attendance, irregular attendance, and district of residence reports.

4. Mark Reporting

By extraction from the student master file, this application generates mark-data cards identified as to
the appropriate grade and teacher comment, generally by mark sense. The cards are resubmitted to
the system, where the student file is updated and report cards with corresponding mark labels are
generated.

5. Test Reporting

Test packets of student name cards and appropriate test cards for particular grades are initially
prepared by the test reporting application and forwarded to the schools for utilization. Upon return
of the test packets, scoring is automatically performed and the student master file is updated.
Reports generated include frequency distribution and student profile reports. Local and state
reporting of test results are possible with this application.

6. California Guidance

The California guidance application provides the capability of reporting selected student information
for comparisons, future planning, or transcripts. Data elements contained on the report include all
courses taken and corresponding marks and credits, a profile of the most recent test results, mark
averages, rank in class, credits earned, credits deficient, credits required for graduation, and the usual
student personnel data.

7. Administrative Planning

By utilizing accumulated historical data on the student master file, coupled with quantitative and
qualitative variables for controlling the exception-reporting process, a series of administrative and
educational planning exception reports can be generated. These reports can be produced at the
various summary levels as required for counselors, teachers, principals, superintendents,
and so on. Some oi the reports and selection criteria are listed as follows:

a. Student honors listbased on cumulative mark-point average versus school-supplied norm.
This listing may be by school or by department.

b. Achievement deficiency reportlists youngsters when any of the following exists:
achievement less than ability, MPA less than supplied norm, cumulative MPA greater than
current MPA by supplied range, or credit deficiencies. This report may be generated for the
counselor (by student), principal (by grade), and/or superintendent (by school).

c. Comparative analyses reportlists the stanines for various ability and achievement
classifications as well as mark averages by selected areas. Various comparisons are made and
appropriate comments reported, such as the following assigned:

Recorded marks above potential.
Ability above achievement.
Recorded marks below potential.
Grades suppressed by ability.

Detailed reports or summaries are available for counselors (by student), principal (by
grade), and/or superintendent (by school).
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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The Business Subsystem1
The CEIS Business Subsystem currently includes five applications relating to control, accounts
payable, stores inventory, personnel/payroll, and financial.
Each application was developed by the state department staff working closely with the various
associations, committees, school districts, and individuals concerned with CEIS. Wherever possible,
proved concepts of systems currently operational within major school districts were utilized to insure
practicality of approach.
While the total system design includes the capability for each application (excluding control) to
operate on a "stand alone" basis, the basic strength of the system is in the interrelationship of one
application with the others.

E.=.7rz17271

Figure 4

BUSINESS SUBSYSTEM

CONTR OL DAILY
PROCESS
CONTROL

FINANCIAL
AUDIT

tGI:STRICT
INPUTS

PERSONNEL
PAYROLL

er"."Int,r?:"....7
'.......aai..ii..1..i.:-....- :.

ACCOUNTS
PAYABLE

IA 773 a.. A v 177=
c,

STORES

INVENTORY ---t>

177kr--mrs7t--7774?Nrk.rwvzr?..;

F INANCIAL

Source: California State Department of Education, Bureau of Information Systems, Sacramento, California.

p. 187-89. 326



1. Control
This application provides the process supervision and flexibility necessaryto operate in a dynamic
environment such ac that found in multidistrict processing. The system provides each processing
application a central reference of control information relating to:
a. Level options (account, budget, expenditure control, etc).
b. Process schedule (district-selected application process dates).
c. Interfaces (between applications utilized by a district).
d. Codes and descriptions (county, district, school, fund, function, object).
e. Legality audit (legal combination of fund, function, object).
f. Logic option (type of pay plan, inventory overhead applied, pay on partial shipments, etc).
g. Report generation (daily, weekly, monthly, etc).
Essentially, each district determines its own logic and reporting requirements and conveys this
information to the processing application via the control application.

2. Accounts Payable

This application audits source data for validity and appropriate budget status; it records on orders
and receipts; and it makes payment by date, partial shipment, or complete shipment as indicated by
the control application. This system also provides any' necessary interface between stores inventory
and financial applications to complete the processing cycle of recording and booking from a single
source document

3. Stores Inventory
This maintains a revolving inventory for the supply type of commodities. The user has the option (1)
of utilizing the computer to control the inventory automatically; or (2) of providing after-the-fact
reporting and continuing the current or manual control at the warehouse. This system books issues,
receipts, and adjustments, and forwards appropriate accounting entries to the financial application. If
the accounts payable application is also utilized by a district, receipts are automatically processed
and recorded.

4. Personnel Payroll

This application places all labor, payroll, and personnel data in one source file. This payroll master
file has been designed to utilize the "accordion" concept wherein a subrecord is created for (1)
personnel data, (2) assignment (labor) data, and (3) payroll datathereby simplifying any future
needs for expansion. By use of the control application, the payroll processing recognizes multiple pay
plans, various deduction criteria, and different pay periods. In order to provide the required "stand
alone" capability, this application automatically accrues costs and creates the appropriate accounting
entries reflecting employee and employer withholdings, deductions, and expenses. In given intervals
of time, accounting entries are forwarded to the financial application for booking.

5. Financial
This system accepts and books appropriation and general-ledger entries created by the accounts
payable, stores inventory, and payroll applications. It automatically generates appropriate accounting
entries from budget and income input. The application also Maintains a "fmancial audit file," which
contains the unexpended balances by account and fund. This file is used by each business subsystem
processing application to determine the accounting correctness of each basic transaction submitted or

generated.
With the capability for optional identification, the system has the potential for generating district,
county, state, and Federal reports in a multitude of identities and sequences. Some of the
identification elements contained in the financial history file are:

a. County, district, school department.
b. Fund, function, object.
c. Program.*
d. Course/grade.*

*Also contained in the student master file.
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Development of CEIS
A major effort on the part of personnel involved with this program was made to have grass-root

involvement in the development of CEIS. The priority dictating this involvement was that the system must
be responsive to local district needs and still meet state-wide information concerns. A standardized plan, as
discussed by Adams,1 was developed:

1. Pilot areas selectedthose areas having detailed knowledge of or need for a particular
application.

2. Pilot area identified a local contact knowledgeable in the specific field.
3. Lines between contact and state CEIS personnel developed.
4. Initial system designed.
5. Workshop held for all pilot area contacts to provide opportunity for review of initial system

requirements and specifications.
6. Additions, deletions, and revisions made on the initial system.
7. Accepted system presented to appropriate individuals and committees for review.
8. System programmed and initiated in pilot districts.

Costs and Use of CEIS
CEIS has been implemented in 12 regional offices in the State of California. Approximately 40

percent of the 1,100 school districts2 serving about 25 percent of the elementary and secondary school
population3employ either partial or full services of the regional centers. The remaining districts either are
so small that all bookkeeping and data collection are accomplished by hand, or are so sophisticated that
they have developed their own computer services or contract such services from private enterprise.

Equipment required for CEIS is shown by Table 1. It is estimated the costs of the pupil services are
$3.50-$4.25 per pupil for the secondary package and $1.75-$2.50 per pupil for the elementary package.
This results in a cost to the state of approximately $3 million per year.4

Table 1

SOFTWARE AND HARDWARE CONFIGURATION

Item
Honeywell

No.
IBM

No. Equip. Equip.
Central processor 1 200/1200(32K) 1 360-30(65K)
Card reader/punch 1 224-2 1 1442
Printer 1 224-2 1 1403
Disk drive 2/3* 259 3* 2311
Disk control 1 257 1 2841
Tape drives 3/4* 204 B-7 3 2401
Tape control 1 203 B-4 1 2803
Operating system Mod 1 (MSR) DOS
Compiler Cobol-F Cobol-F

*One reserved for operating system

Source: California State Department of Education, Bureau of Information Systems, Sacramento, California.

1Ibid., pp. 182-83.
2Interview with Dr. Alvin Grossman, Bureau Chief, Bureau of Information Systems, California State Department of

Education, August 26, 1970.
3Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing , Op. Cit p. 10.
4Ibid., p. 10.
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Comments
Many persons opposed to assessment of educational quality, accountability, measurement of output

in relation to inputsi.e., the process of education evaluationare also opposed to the design,
development and implementation of a data-reporting system. To employ measures of effectiveness and
efficiency as one means of evaluating the educational product, a consistent state-wide reporting system
and data base must be available. No analysis of the product (results) of the educational production
function can be achieved without an appropriate reporting system and data base. Since the purpose of
such evaluation of the educational production function is to provide information to decision-makers
concerning allocation of resources, decision-making without the availability of such data will continue to
be far less than optimal.

Several problems exist in the development and implementation of the California Educational
Information System. The sources of such problems appear to be threefold: money, autonomy, and
availability of knowledgeable personnel.

Such a system costs dollars to design, develop, and implement. Assuming regional centers are
available in intermediate or county superintendents' offices, and assuming computer services and programs
are available, the original regional centers in California were provided with $150,000 Title III money to
mount CEIMS.1 Current yearly costs for the pupil personnel subsystem approximate $3 million2
state-wide.

Many of the larger, more sophisticated school districts of California have developed, and/or have
contracted with private concerns, computer services designed to serve their own needs. This, in essence, is
a duplication of effort and costs. No estimates were made available of costs of privately contracted
arrangements compared with state costs. However, these districts must still report data to the California
State Department of Education. Smaller districts, moreover, employ no computer services; apparently
most work is done by hand. The result is the need to recoue much of the data for input in the Sacramento
data bank (CEIMS). The difficulty of developing the state-wide program involves the priorities and needs
of local education agencies versus the priorities and needs of the state. Concerted effort was made to
involve local district personnel in the design, development, and implementation of the various sUbsystem
applications, and it appears such cooperative involvement must be a first-line order in the implementation
of a state-wide system.

Personnel knowledgeable in program areas of this type are difficult and expensive to employ. The
bringing to bear of computer applications on education problems and processes demands people with
expertise and experience in both areas. Such persons are being trained, but their availability is still
somewhat limited.

A more specific problem faced by the designers of CEIMS was the developing of a common code for
identifying courses offered by local education agencies. A catalogue, Course Description and Coding
Catalog, was prepared by the California Curriculum Compatibility and Course Coding Committee; page 45
of the catalog is reproduced as Table 2, following.

California Education Infc-mation Management System
The CEIMS is (=prised of four basic areas: data input, common data base, application programs,

and system control, Information is channeled by the regional centers and local education agencies to the
Sacramento-based CEIMS.

At present CEIMS is essentially an educational data bank and an information retrieval system.
Summary information can be extracted to reports on various activities and topics for the State
Department of Education, state, local, and legislative agencies, and the U.S. Office of Education. Data is
structured within the data bank by Congressional districts, State Senate and Assembly districts, counties,
local education agencies, and building, thus providing a wide range of data available for analysis by
structure.

The common data base provides summary information through employment of several subsystems;
e.g., the state testing program (see Figure V).

lAdams, Op. Cit., p. 181-82.
2Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing, Op. Cit., p. 10.
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Table 2

COURSE CODING

Basic Code: MZA Titles: Mathematics, Grade 7

Course Description: Emphasizes numeration systems, properties of whole numbers and number operations,
whole numbers, fractional numbers, decimals, ratio, proportion and percent, geometric concepts related
to figurep on the plane, and use of the basic tools of geometry. Introduces inequalities and scientific
notation, Provides practice in the basic processes of arithmetic and in the use of the metric system.
Depending on class, approach will vary from the use of developmental techniques with concrete objects to
an increasing use of symbolism and abstractions. All students will be encouraged to explore and discover
mathematical relationship and generalizations.

Basic Code: MZB Titles: Accelerated MathemLtics, Grade 7

Course Description: Includes course content of seventh-and eighth-grade mathematics.

Basic Code: MZC Title$,: Mathematics, Grade 8

Course Description: Continues and extends work on the fundamental operations with
the system of rational numbers. Mathematical structure is emphasized.
Further study of ratio, proportion, per cent, geometric figures, areas,
volumes, and graphs is provided. Word problems are solved through the
Use of mathematical sentences. Depending on class, approach will vary from
the use of developmental techniques with concrete objects to an increasing
use of symbolism and abstractions.

Basic Code: MZE Titles: Mathematics Grade 9; General Mathematics 1, Ninth Grade
Basic Mathematics, Pre-Algebra Mathematics

Course Description: The processes of arithmetic, particularly those involving common
and decimal fractions and per cent, are developed in a logical and systematic
manner. The principles underlying these processes are emphasized. Efficiency
in applying these techniques is developed with appropriate practice. Depend-
ing on the group, the approach will vary from developmental techniques with
concrete objects to a pre-algebra type course. The most capable students will
qualify for algebra.

Basic Code: MZG Titles: High School Basic Mathematics; Consumer Mathematics;
Senior Mathematics; High School Arithmetic;
Industrial Mathematics; Business Mathematics

Course Description: At each stage in the study of concepts (basic whole-number facts, operations on rational
numbers, etc.) attention is focused on how these concepts unfold from the basic principles. The
interrelationships and structure within the system, as well as the facts and algorithms, receive major
emphasis. Applications are made to the areas of business and industry.

= = =
1CallfOrnia Curriculum Compatibility and Course Coding Committee, CourseDescriptionandCodingCatalogue.
(Sacramento: California State Department of Education, June 1969), p. 45.
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Figure 5

CALIFORNIA EDUCATION INFORMATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

1
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'Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing, Educational Data Processing (Sacramento: California State Department
of Education, August 1970), p. 12.
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Application Programs
Currently, the information management system provides application programs relating to the state

credential program, apportionment, state testing, special education, and ethnic survey. Application
programs, currently being either developed or proposed, include compensatory education, vocational
education, fiscal accounting, administrative research, textbooks, personnel records, and Federal funds.

CEIMS currently appears to be an educational data bank programmed to accomplish some very
specific reporting tasks. Little cost-effectiveness or program analysis has been designed, developed, or
implemented. The potential for such programming exists; the resources to accomplish the task are not as
yet available.



Section 4
STATE TESTING PROGRAM

California has two state-wide testing programs mandated by the legislature: the State Testing Act of
1969 for students in grades six and twelve, and the testing required by the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act
of 1965 for all students in grades one, two, and three. Additionally, test data is required by the Office of
Compensatory Education of all students participating in Federally funded Elementary and Secondary
Education Act Title I projects. All test data required by the Testing Act and the Miller-Unruh Basic
Reading Act is forwarded by local education agencies to the CEIMS either directly or through the regional
CEIS centers.

California State Testing Act, 1969: Historical Development
The requirement for state-wide testing of intelligence and achievement of school children was

initiated by the 1961 California Legislature. In the fall of 1962, California school districts selected from
an approved State Board of Education list those intelligence and achievement tests to be administered to
students in grades five, eight, and eleven.

The State Testing Act was amended in 1963, 1965, 1968, and 1969. Physical performance tests were
added in 1963. In 1965 uniform tests were required. At that time the State Board of Education designated
the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests for students in grades six and ten; the Stanford Reading Test for
students in grade six; and the Tests of Academic Progress, Reading Test for grade-ten students. The
physical performance test was continued. The above tests were administered in the fall of 1966.

The 1968 amended act required testing of students in grades six or eight, and in grade twelve.
Intelligence tests, basic skills' testsreading, spelling, basic mathematics, grammarand
physical performance tests were to be administered. Testing in content coursesliterature, history,
advanced mathematics, sciencewere to be required periodically by the State Board of Education.

The Current Testing Program
During the 1969 legislative session, the act was amended to require testing of students in grades six

and twelve. Thus, the present program requires these students be given the following intelligence and
achievement tests: Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests, grade six and twelve; Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills, gyade six; Iowa Tests of Educational Development, grade twelve; and the California Physical
Performance Test, grade six. Intelligence tests are administered during the months of October and
November, achievement tests during the month of November, and physical performance tests during the
months of April and May.

Da ta Publication
The Office of Program Evaluation, State of California Department of Education, is required to

compile and publish test results in readable form. Data for the 1968-69 school yeargrades six and
tenwas published in 1970.1

In Part One of the report, a rank-order method was employed as the means of presenting test results
(see Table 3). No grade-equivalency scores or comparisons with national and/or state norms were
provided. Raw Miller-Unruh test scores for grades one, two, and three were included with the median
reading-achievement rankings and median I.Q. rankings of grades six and ten. Additional dataagain in
rank-order formwere presented on the following district characteristics:

I. Index of family poverty.
2. Percentage of minority enrollment.
3. Average transitory factor, grades 4-8.
4. Average transitory factor, grades 9-12.
5. Assessed valuation per unit of average daily attendance.
6. Instructional expenditures per average daily attendance.
7. Total general-purpose tax rate.
8. Index of maximum and minimum salaries paid to teachers.
9. Pupil-teacher ratio, grades 4-8.

10. Number of certificated nonteaching personnel per 100 teachers.
1

Bureau of Evaluation and Research, California State Testing Program 1968-69, An Analysis of Reading Test Scores and Other
Fbctons, (Sacramento: California State Department of Education).
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Table 3

CALIFORNIA STATE TESTING PROGRAM, 1968-69
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District Ranks of Grades 6 and 10 Reading
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&Unified disteicts that appear in Part II on two group tables because they fell into different
groups for the grade 6 and grade 10 analysis have a four digit table nuMber. The fi:st three
numbers gives the group code for grade 6, and the number aftxr the comma indicates the grade
10 group. Part II Table Number 144,5 =mans that tho grade 6 analysis will be found in group
144, and the grade 10 analysis will be found in group1.45.

bDistricts not included in Part II analysis have no Part II Table Number.11ther. the IQ or Read-
ing test score, or both were not available for the distriot for the following reasons: fewer
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Districts Within County

Test Median Raw Scores and Other Factors
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than five pupils tested in the grade, and median soores were not =imputed for Mich distriots;
no pupils in the grade.

ckrerage Transitory ?actor for districts with less than 101 units of a.d.a. not broke= out into
1-3 and 4-8. Transitory Factor baved on grades 1-8.

dDistriots with less than 101 units of a.d.a. were not required to report this information.

ftlementery sohool districts with less than 101 .emite of a.d.a and high school districts with less

than 301 units of s.a.e. were not required to report this information.
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Actual and rank-order average class size for grades one to three and rank-order and decimal indicating
average transitory factor, grades one to three, were also Mcluded. No correlation or further analysis of
data was provided in the first section.

Part Two of the 1968-69 grade-six and -ten I.Q. and reading achievement test scores was tabled by
organization, size, and I.Q. range:

1. Organizationtype of district, unified, elementary, or high school.
2. Size. Unified

25,000 and over
10,000 to 24,999
1,000 to 9,999
300 to 999
299 and under

Elementary
10,000 and over
4,000 to 9,999
1,000 to 3,999
200 to 999
199 and under

High school
10,000 and over
6,000 to 9,999
2,000 to 5,999
600 to 1,999
599 and under

3. I.Q. range for grades six and ten.
110.5 and over
102.5 to 110.4
94.5 to 102.4
86.5 to 94.4
under 86.5

All districts that fit within a given group according to type of organization, size and I.Q. range are
listed in rank order by reading test median raw score within that group. The rank order within the
group with respect to each of the other factors is also given . . . The placement of [reading and I.Q.]
ranks together provides the reader with a state-wide reference to all school districts in addition to a
reference to districts of similar organization, size, and median academic aptitude scores.1

Comments, Program Chief
Several points were made by the program chief, Mr. Crandall, during an interview concerning

advantages and disadvantages of the state testing program, publication of results, and usage of results.
Mr. Crandall emphasized the confidential nature of individual test scores versus the publication of

group scores ,by class, by school, and by district. He seems to be a strong advocate of published results by
district, and feels such information should be available to all persons concerned with academic progress
of school children. He questioned the value of analyses by school and class, as he considers these to be the
responsibility of each local school district and board of education.

The major problem of publishing achievement test results appears to be related to the interpretation
of scores. 1968-69 data in California were converted to a simple rank-order classification, as opposed to
being published as raw scores or converted to grade-level state or national norms. Mr. Crandall pointed out
that test results standing alone or taken out of context can be misinterpreted. Most tests have not been
standardized on the particular population under examination. Mr. Crandall perceives such standardization

p. 3. 317
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problems as major sources of error and views the resulting conversion to grade-equivalency scores as not
being statistically legitimate. Furthermore, tests must be compared with other data, not simply compared
by district, school, or classroom. Therefore, test results for 1968-69 were published with those additional
indices listed in Table 3.

Consistency of tests, testing environs, data analysis, and similarity of population characteristics will
allow temporal comparisons, particularly in Miller-Unruh Basic Reading tests for the grades one, two, and
three. Mr. Crandall emphasized that properly used tests can test programs to advantage. That is, decisions
on program priorities and future allocation of resources can be made by properly employing test results as
a major input component to the decision-making process.

Comments
The rank-order presentation of data may allow comparisons, particularly as expressed in Part Two of

the report. However, this method does not provide for responsible interpretation and does not present
data in a form readily understandable by the public. Additionally, data as presented are not convenient for
analysis as to effe-ctiireffegrand/or efficiency criteria. Citizens want to know benefits accruing as a result of
educational programs. Parents want to know how well their child is doing in relation to his own ability
and that of other children; and they want to know how well their school system is doing in comparison
with all others and others of similar characteristics. They need scores to be presented in a simple,
understandable form-a form with which they are familiar.

Two further criticisms need to be mentioned. First, the rank-order of presentation is reversed; that is,
low rank-order indicates high achievement score, and high rank-order indicates low achievement score.
This is the reverse of normal presentation of test data. Secondly, scores are not provided school by school.
Median scores are presented for district only; variance within district is not provided.

Mil ler-Unrub Basic Reading Act, 1965
The Miller-Unruh Reading Act of 1965 authorized state support for local education agencies to

improve the reading ability of pupils in grades one, two, and three. The act is currently administered by
the Division of Instruction. The program funds 2,400 reading specialists on a priority basis to work in
those schools having a large number of below-average. reading achievement students in grades one, two, and
three. The reading specialists, who work with teachers in grade one and employ a supplementary pull-out
program in grades two and three, are to diagnose and correct reading deficiencies at the earliest possible
opportunity.

Testing Program
The Miller-Unruh Reading Act requires all grade one, two, and:three students be tested in the spring

of each school year. The State Board of Education adopted the Stanford Reading Test for 1966 through
1969. Beginning with the 1969-70 school year, the Cooperative Primary Reading Test was used. All test
results are reported to the California State Department of Education, which, in turn, reports scores to the
State Legislature. Two uses are made of test results: (1) Evaluation by the Division of Instruction of
reading programs on the district and state levels, and (2) determiningpriorities for funding under this act.
this act.

Numbers of Participants and Costs of the Program
The program under the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act was initiated during the 1965-66 school year.

It LI estimated 101,000 students in 313 local education agencies participated during the 1969-70 school
year. Budget for the 1969-70 fiscal year was estimated to be $24 million, with the state being responsible
for 100 percent of the funding.
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Section 5

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE I
OFFICE OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

Introduction
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I, requires local and state evaluation of all local

education agency projects. The Division of Program Evaluation, Office of Compensatory Education in the
California State Department of Education, is responsible for collecting, analyzing, and reporting to the
U.S. Office of Education the state-wide evaluation of Title I projects.

Evaluation Form
The evaluation staff has developed a reporting and evaluation form for Title I projects. This 31-page

form, designed for use by local education agencies, requests information for each of the following six

program components:

1. Language development: reading and language arts.
2. Mathematics.
3. Supportive auxiliary services: pupil personnel, library, health services, school-community

coordination.
4. Intergroup relations: alleviation of racial, social, or linguistic isolation.
5. Parent involvement.
6. Staff development.

Objective data requested for the language development and mathematics components include
information related to the target schools and numbers of participants, sources and amounts of funding,
type of instructional and organizational system employed, frequency of test scores for both pretest and
post-test data, number of days of instruction between pre- and post-test, average number ofhours per day
per student of instruction, and total hours of instruction between pre- and post-tests. Local
education agency evaluators are to provide substantive comments on positive and negative results of both
standardized and nonstandardized instruments and include a page of recommended changes in each
particular program component.

Evaluation data requested for the supportive auxiliary services component includes types of services
provided, number of participants, measuring instrument employed to demonstrate accrued benefits,
sources and distribution of funds encumbered, positive and negative results, and recommendations.

The difficulties involved in determining benefits of the intergroup relations and parent involvmnent

components dictated a more substantive evaluation form. Information requested for these componctnts
includes source and distribution of funds, objectives of the program, program activities designed to achieve
the objectives, evaluation of the program, program activities desiwied to achieve the objectives, evaluation
procedures employed, summarization of evaluation data, and recommendations for improvement in the

program.

Emphasis on designing a cost-benefit model for evaluation of Title I projects has been placed by the
evaluation staff on the staff development component. The staff believes in-service training to be one of the
most important aspects of the projects. As such, detailed information is requested of local education agencies
as to all aspects of these programs. Primary among this information is the request that districts identify major
and specific objectives, organizational systems used to achieve objectives, types of participants and number of
hours per year spent 6y each type in each organizational system, instructional techniques employed to
achieve objectives, and research designs and measurement systems used to evaluate the objectives. As with the
previous components, local education agency evaluators are requested to indicate positive and negative
results and make recommendations for improv in-service projects.
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Co mments
As with CEIS, CEIMS, and state testing, there exist problems of insufficient information, differing

and poorly stated objectives, untrained district personnel, local autonomy versus state priorities, etc. For
example, in the designing of a cost-effective model, very specific and measurable objectives must be stated.
Most local education agency evaluators do not have this type of information available. Program objectives
appears to be generally stated and not suitable for measurement. The attempt by the evaluation staff of
the Office of Compensatory Education to specify objectives of the staff development component initiates
and directs the thinking of local district personnel toward this need; the staff indicates the need for
extensive field training of local district personnel.

All cost data is estimated by local ,mlucation agency evaluators. At the present time, there exists no
auditable budget for Title I budgets.' As a result, to identify project costs as utilized within a
cost-effective analysis model. state evaluators use teacher time multiplied by fractional salary of
certificated and noncertificated personnel, plus other program costs. Program accounts at the present time
are indicated by school and by district.

'Interview with Dr. Gerald Rider, Consultant, Evaluation and Research, Office of Compensatory Education, Cali -
fornia State Department of Education, August 25, 1970.

340

3 -1



Section 6

GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON EDUCATIONAL REFORM

Introduction
The Governor's Commission on Educational Reform was initiated by Governor Ronald Reagan in

July 1969. The commission, consisting of eight laymen, two college representatives, one college student,
and seven educators, reports directly to and is funded by the Governor's Office. The commission has
employed an executive secretary and a staff secretary. In charging the commission, Governor Reagan
state d:

The goal of this distinguished group of citizens will be to view the entire elementary
and secondary educational process and to make recommendations to me to improve
its effectiveness and the quality of the teaching of all our children.

I should lil:e to see particular attention given to the following areas: reforms in the
areas of public school financing, teacher training and the certification process, salaries
and the possibility of a merit system, districting, urban and suburban needs,
organization and management of school administration, classroom practices, and
curriculum development, including campus unrest.

A preliminary report, including a recommendation regarding the future of the
commission, will be expected in December?

Recommendations
In its December 1969 report, the commission recommended further study in the following areas:

1. Tenure and the possibility of merit systems.
2. Individualization of instruction.

a. Classroom practices, including the utilization of equipment, facilities, and new materials;
with emphasis on materials, equipment, and facilities necessary to "catch-up."

b. Curriculum development.
c. Testing, evaluation and assessment.

3. Purpose of and need for the intermediate unit.
4. Relationship of the Federal and state governments in educational matters.
5. Simplification of the education code.
6. Checks and balances between state and local educational bodies.
7. Regional centers throughout the state for functions such as:

a. Vocational education.
b. Research and development.
c. Central purchasing.
d. Data processing and the establishment of an educational inquiry system.
e. Library and audio-visual services.
f. Continuation and adult education.

8. Urban, suburban, and rural needs.
9. Conflict in the schools.

a. Campus.
b. Teacher.
c. Community.

10. Organization and management of local school administration
a. More efficient use of local staff and community talent and time.

1Governor Ronald Reagan, "Charge to the Commission on Educational Reform." (Sacramento, California: Office of the
Governor, July 29, 1969). Press Release.
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b. Student progress by performance.
c. Operational economies.
d. Business economics and intergovernmental relationships.
e. Community confidence and support.

1 1. State and local organization for systematic change.'

The commission demonstrated concern towards the lack of effective short- and long-term planning
and the failure of the State Board of Education to have ". . . fiscal accountability for and . . . policy
control over public education."2 Therefore, among its specific recommendations, the commission included
the following related to accountability and assessment:

A constitutional amendment should be initiated to make the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction appointive by the State Board of Education and directly
responsible to it as its chief administrative officer.

The State Board of Education should be assigned the responsibility of assessing the
financial needs of California elementary and secondary education and presenting
these needs in an annual budget to the Governor and to the leslature.

The State Board of Education should be assigned the responsibility of defming the
priority of state-level goals for elementary and secondary education, and prescribing
minimim standards of accomplishment.

The State Board of Education should be assigned the responsibility for continuous
planning for elementary and secondary education, including consideration of
long-range goals and funding.

The State Board of Education should be charged with the responsibility of publishing
an annual report on the state of public education to the Governor, the legislature, and
the people.3

1Govurnor's Commission on Educational Reform, Preliminary Report (Sacramento, California: December, 1969). pp. 12-13.
2Ibid., p. 4.

p. 5-6.
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Section 7

ADVISORY COMMISSION ON SCHOOL DISTRICT BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING

Introduction
The Advisory Commission on School District Budgeting and Accounting, also known as the

Commission on Programming, Planning, Budgeting System (PPBS), was established by the State
Legislature in 1967 (AB 61). The task charged to the commission was to develop, test, and prepare for
implementation a program accounting and budgeting system ultimately to be mandated for all local
education agencies in the State of California. The PPBS commission was directed to report to the State
Board of Education, with fmal decisions to be made by th, loard. Having been formed by the State
Legislature, it appears the commission is currently more responsive to the legislature than to the board.
This responsiveness is demonstrated by the fact that funding requests are made directly to the legislature,
and $650,000 was appropriated for the commission during the 1969-70 school year. The commission is
comprised of 11 membersboth laymen and educatorsand staff. The firm of Peat, Marwick, Mitchell
and Company has been employed as consultants. Liaison committees with various educational associations
have been developed and maintained throughout the life of the commission; among these are: the
California Association of School Administrators, California School Boards Association, California
Teachers Association, California Association of School Business Officials.

The activities of the commission were:

1. By 1968-69, conceptual design of a program-planning and budgeting system to be developed.
2. By 1969-70, pretesting of the system in 15 school districts to be completed.
3. By 1970-71, implementation of the system in pilot districts.
4. By 1973, implementation of the system in all districts.

An original conceptual design was developed in conjunction with six school districts and the
consultant firm and was published. Field testing in 14 pilot school districts and one county
superintendent's office was completed during the past fiscal year. A manual for training of personnel and
implementation of the system in all districts is currently in the second printing and will be available later
this year. Current plans call for the training of some 700-800 local education agency persons this year in
implementing and utilizing this PPB system in school districts.

Outline of the PPBS
The original publication of this commission, Conceptual Design for a Planning, Programming,

Budgeting System for California SchoolDistricts,1 relied heavily for guidance and information upon EPIC,
the evaluation center in Tucson, Arizona, and upon the UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation. The
Conceptual Design, a 65-page document, contains the following explanations:

1. Functions and characteristics of a PPB system.
System description.

Purpose and scope.
Elements of PPBS.
Management information.
Systems Analysis.

3. System specification.
Purpose and scope.
Initial tasks for implementation.

1Advisory Commission on School District Budgeting and Accounting, Conceptual Design for a Planning, Programming,

Bud!eting System for California School Districts (Sacramento, California: The Commission). Xeroxed from
ERIC, EDO 36124. 343 323



Development of PPBS elements.
4. Glossary.
5. Selected References.

The outline and discussion of the system description component which follows has been taken from
the Design; the system specification is more technical and is not included here.

Functions and Characteristics
The purpose of a PPBS is to provide required information ". . . (1) for planning educational programs

that will meet the needs of the community, and (2) for choosing among alternative ways in which a school
district can allocate resources to achieve its goals and objectives."1

A PPBS essentially provides a complete system for the analysis of educational production functions
in terms of goals, objectives, and cost . The system ". . . involves developing new analytical techniques for
determining the best allocation of r sources and for measuring the extent to which each objective has been
met." 2

The ". . . 'system description' contains a basic definition and description of the elements and
concepts of the system . ." The ". . . 'system specification' . . . [is] . . . a step-by-step procedure for
implementing and operating the system."3
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System Description
Purpose and Scope

Elements of the system include:
Goals.
Objectives and evaluative criteria.
Programs.
Program structures.
Program codes.
Program budget.
Multiyear financial plan.
Program cost accounts.
Program reports.

The processes include the concepts and techniques of system analysis and resource management.

System analysis is the approach to decision making that emphasizes:

Definition of educational problems.
Development of alternate programs.
Analysis of alternate solutions.
Recommendation of preferred programs.

Resource management monitors the program activities to insure that objectives are

accomplished on time and within the allotted resources.1

Figure 6
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Goals and Objectives
Within a PPM. general goals can be identified. e.g., "to provide quality education that will help every

child acquire the habits and attitudes associated with responsible r;tizenship."1 To operationalize the
PPM, however, goals with specific objectives must be stated. An objeztive must be quantifiable, must be
stated within a specific time frame, and must indicate how ".. .degree of achievement will be determined
or measured."2 For example, an objective may be stated: "Upon completion of the term, a sixth-grade
pupil will be able to read and pronounce with 80 percent accuracy a list of sixth-grade words selected
from the basic Stanford Achievement Test-Reading."3

Programs
"A program is a group or package of interdependent, closely related services. ..progressing toward or

contnbuting to a common objective or set of allied objectives."4

The development of a program requires the following:

Identif, the activities required to achieve objectives.
Develop schedules for activities considering time constraint.
Assign and schedule resources for activities.

The achievement of the stated objectives is the major consideration in developing a program. Program
development requires formal documentation of all activities required to achieve these objectives.5

Prugram Structure and Codes
A propam structure is a hierarchical arrangement of programs that represents the
relationship of activities to goals and objectives. The structure contains categories of
activities with common output objectives.5

Programs are coded by number to facilitate the collection of such data as costs and
statisti43 in a variety of combinations and formats consistent with the program
structure. These data are used to control program expenditures, to evaluate program
effectiveness in terms of stated objectives, and to analyze the cost-effectiveness of
alternative programs?

Provam Budget
fbe program budget in a PPBS is a plan that within a specific time frame, relates
proposed expenditures for programs to goals and objctives, based upon a program
structure classification. It includes the proposed revenue sources for financing
propams.s

Program budgeting budgets costs by program rather than by the line-item prouedure that is currently
employed by school districts for most maintenance and operations costs. The latter system does not yield
appropriate information to decision makers as to allocation of required resources. It simply reports
year-to-year cot! in general categories, e.g. , administration, instruction, supplies, etc.

1
lbed., p. 5.

2/torl.. p. 7.

31b4d.

4164., p. 10.
p. 11.

6 Ibid.
p. 12,

81b4.. p. 13.
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Figure 7

TYPICAL OBJECTIVE STRUCTURE

102

04

01 For 90 percent of the graduatiEt.. ieniors who wish to enter the labor force to gain employment
within 3 month of graduation as measured by a district sui-vey.

02 For 90 percent of graduating seniors who wish to enter the labor force to gain employment as desired
in business, or agricultur within 3 months o? graduation as measured by a district survey.

03 For 90 percent of the buFiceFs curriculum students to meet the following standards:
Typing-40 words pc.' iir.ute as measured by the IBM test with 90 percent accuracy.
Shorthand-60 word ..zr minute as measured by the Gregg test with a 2000-word vocabulary.
Bookkeeping-Demonstration of ability to use journals, income statements, and balance sheets as
determined by classroom tests.
Office machine operation-mean score equal to national average on NCR tests.

04 Upon course completion 90 percent of students will be able to accomplish the following based on
classroom tests.

State an(' understand the basic accounting equation of double entry bookkeeping.
Make and understand the function of journal entries.
Und. ;tand 3 depreciation calculation methods.

Source: ERIC, EDO 36124.
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Multiyear Financial Plan
The multiyear financial plan (MYFP) presents financial data for existing and
alternative programs projected for a period of several years.1
The development of an MYFP is generally a significant departure from the current
practice. . .Costs are projected for each program and summarized by levels of
the program structure. . .The future impact of current program implementation can be
evaluated by projecting the costs and growth data for several years.2

Management Information
The purpose of a PPBS management information system. . .is to:

Meet internal costs, schedule, and performance requirements.
Provide a uniform system of reportsthis system having a common data base that can
be summarized at required levels of detail.
Satisfy internal and e;.ternal reporting requirements.
Focus management attention on problem areas.3
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The elements of a management information system are an educational data base and a
resource-variance manage, ,ent control system. The former includes data collected in a consistent manner

on pupils, programs, personnel assignments, facilities usage, fiscal information, and community

information.1 The latter provides opportunity to make changes multiyear within the system in cases

where expenditures and/or performances vary.2

System Analysis

System analysis is an approach to decision making that emphasizes the following:

Definition of educational problems.
Development of alternative programs.
Analysis of alternative solutions.
Recommendation of preferred program(s)?

Figure 8
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The eleven basic steps in a system analysis are:

I. Select area.
2. Reexamine or formulate goals.
3. Reexamine or formulate objectives.
4. Identify constraints and requirements.
5. Establish general selection criteria.
6. Develop alternate programs.
7. Identify program activities and resources.
8. Apply costs to alternate programs.
9. Define anticipated benefits of each program.
10. Analyze cost/benefit relationships for program evaluation.
11. Recommend preferred program.1

Comments
The accomplishments made by the PPBS commission demonstrate what can be achieved when

appropriate funding is made available, tasks are specified and within reason, and knowledgeable personnel
are employed. The commission, in a period of three years, has designed, developed, and field-tested in 14
districts and one county superintendent's office, a PPB SyLtem. Training of additional local education
agency personnel is currently underway.

Dr. James E. Waters, Executive Secretary to the PPBS commission, provided some insight as to how
the commission has functioned at this successful level. Primary among activities was time spent building
relationships with local education agency personnel and association representatives. These people were
then involved in the initial development of the Conceptual Design. The time spent working with local
persons provided the Commission and the consulting firm with an awareness of local needs and problems,
and allowed the PPBS to anticipate and avoid potential problem areas as it was being developed.

The design and development of the PPBS in cooperation with six school districts in 1967-68, and the
field testing in 15 agencies in 1968-69, allowed necessary modifications to be made to the original schema.

The three-year process has not been without some difficulties, however. The development of an
educational data bank, one providing consistent and appropriate information, is of prime importance; an
effective PPB system cannot be achieved without the employment of data processing. This data gathering
must be computerized and personnel must be trained. The commission has indicated that CEIS is
compatible with this concept and is partially developed in that direction.

Terminology and training were two additional sources of difficulty. The costs and logistics of training
personnel to implement the system are formidable as evidenced by staff time spent on this task.

Of the many commissions and programs underway in the State of California, this one commission
appears to moving towards its goal most directly. As a potential source of information, it should be one
of the first contacted by a governmental agency planning to design, develop, and implement a PPB system.

pp. 18-21
- 351 - 331



Figure 10

SYSTEM ANALYSIS PROCESS
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Section 8

DATA PROCESSING

Introduction
Within the State of California, the legislature and various governmental agencies have authorized

advisory committees concerned with data processing. A brief report on the responsibilities of the
following committees is included in this section:1

State Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing.
Educational Task Force on Educational Data Processing.
Educational Data Policy Committee.
County Su perin ten den ts Data Processing Committee.

State Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing
This advisory committee was formed by the State Superintendent of Instruction in 1959 and has

been functioning for the past decade. The committee has representatives of professional associations,
higher education, the California State government, and the Department of Education. This committee,
reporting to the State Superintendent, was responsible for the development and pilot test of CEIS and
CEIMS. The committee has continued to develop guidelines for the operation of CEIS and for utilization
of data processing techniques within the Department of Education.

Educational Task Force on Educational Data Processing
This task force was originally a liaison group operating between local education agencies and the

State Department of Education. Currently the membership reprevents various professional associations,
the State Department of Education, the regional centers, and higher education. It worked successfully to
pass legislation supporting CEIS. The task force has been funded by Title HI and Title V monies, but
currently assesses member organizations to pay for expenses and the part-time staff employed.

The task force provides a flexible vehicle through which local education agencies can communicate
with the State Department of Education regarding management information system and data processing
applications.

Educational Data Processing Policy Committee
State policy requires that all state departments using some form of data processing have departmental

data processing policy -ommittees. Accordingly this committee was formed by the State Superintendent
of Instruction to review and recommend policy concerning requirements, budgets, operation, and
accounting procedures for the California State Department of Education.

County Superintendents' Data Processing Committee
The County Superintendents' Association formed this advisory committee in 1969. Official

membership includes the superintendent from each of the 12 counties having regional data processing
centers. The committee formulates policy recommendations for the CSA relating both to data processing
and operation and to coordination of the regional centers.

'Advisory Committee on Integrated Data Processing, Op. Cit.
353 3,33



Section 9

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PROGRAM AND COST EFFECTIVENESS

The Advisory Committee on Program and Cost Effectiveness was initiated by the California State
Legislature during its 1969 session (AB 606). The committee is commonly known as the C/E Committee

or the 606 Committee.
California State Assembly Bill No. 606 stated:

It is the intent of the legislature that the funds provided by Titles I and III of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Miller-Unnih Basic Reading
Act, and Chapter 106 of the Statutes of 1966, First Extraordinary Session, be

expended in the most effective way possible, and that cost effectiveness measures be
employed in the approval and evaluation of all projects. It is the further intent of the
legislature that all projects be evaluated annually as to the degree of program
achievement and cost effectiveness produced; that highly effective projects shall be
expanded to further use in the district where operated and in other districts; and that
less effective projects be replaced with ones of proven effectiveness, or by new
projects which hold promise of high effectiveness.

It is the intent of the legislature that the effectiveness of a project be measured in
terms of the objectives of the project, and that each district should be primarily
concerned with the pupils' improvement in ability to read, to use and understand the
concepts of mathematics.

The legislature intends that each project be evaluated annually by the Department of
Education to determine and identify its relative effectiveness; that such evaluation
shall be assisted by an advisory committee competent to assess the effectiveness of
the results of the project, and to make recommendations to the State Board of
EdUcation on projects to be expanded in use and those that should be modified or
replaced to produce greater effectiveness.

The State Board of Education shall appoint an advisoi committee on program and
cost effectiveness to be composed of three public members representing the field of
economics, three public members representing the behavioral sciences, and three
public members representing the managerial sciences. The chairman of the committee
shall be chosen by the members.

The advisory committee on program and cost effectiveness shall: (1) advise the
Department of Education and the State Board of Education on projects to be
approved, (2) assist in the evaluation of the program achievement of projects, (3)
assist in the determination of the relative cost effectiveness of projects, and (4) advise
on the projects which should have expanded use and those which should be modified
or replaced to produce a higher degree of program achievement and cost effectiveness.

Members of the ldvisory committee shall serve without pay. They shall receive their
actual and necessary traveling expenses while on official business.

In approving projects under Titles I and III of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 or projects under the Miler-Unruh Basic Reading Act or Chapter 106 of the
Statutes of 1966, First Extraordinary Session, the committee shall give due
consideration to the effectiveness of the project and shall not continue in operation any
project that, upon evaluation, has been shown to be of low effectiveness, and which has
only a limited possibility of improved ef ctiveness.

355 -
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Parameters of the Study
1969-70

Data Source 1969-70

Survey Other

1. Area of Emphasis
1.1 Target Schools

1.11 Percent Poverty (AFDC) 4
1.12 Percent ethnic
1.13 School size 2
1.14 a 'rcent of total enrollment participating in Title I 2,3

1.2 Grade level-3rd
1.3 Subject matter-reading

2. Cost Measures
2.1 Prorated contract salary or per-hour cost of personnel

providing direct reading instruction in 3rd grade 7,18-Col. 9
2.2 Source of funds for personnel costs 18-Col. 10

3. Program Measures
3.1 Percent of student in 3rd-gr. recreational reading instr. 5,6
3.2 Presence of ESL component or spec. inst. 8,9
3.3 Unusual limitations on reading effectiveness

3.31 Double sessions 10
3.32 Unusual circumstances 11

3.4 Organizational systems
3.41 Type of organizational system (data below are 15,

reported for each type o.- organizational
system identified)

3.42 No. of partic. by org. sys. (Title I and others) 15-, Col. 2,3,4
3.43 No. of minutes per day 15, CoL 2,3,4
3.44 No. of days 15, Col. 2,3,4

3.5 Reading personnel characteristics (Classroom
Teacher, Aides, Read. Spec.) 18, Col. 1
3.51 Sex Col. 2
3.52 Education Col. 3,4
3.53 Experience Col. 6-8
3.54 Bilingual (Spanish) 30

3.6 Criteria for selection of pupils 20,21.22
3.7 Diagnostic service 23,24,25,26
3.8 Communication network 27,28

4. Characteristics of Pupils
4.1 Number participating 17, Col. 3
4.2 Number leaving the program (9/16/69-5/15/70) 17, Col. 4
4.3 Number participating (1969-70 summer school) 17, Col. 5
4.4 Number receiving both pre- and posttest 17, Col. 6

5. Achievement Data (by organivItional system)
5.1 May 1969, grade placement, total reading 16, Col. 3,4,5
5.2 May 1970, raw scores

Word meaning 17, Col. 8
Paragraph meaning 17, Col. 9
Total reading 17, Col. 10

5.3 May 1970, grade placement, total reading 17, Col. 11
6. Other

Planning system 29
Auxiliary personnel 31
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Table 4

COST-EFFECTIVENESS READING STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 1970-71

1970-71
Areas Recommended for 1970-71 Data

Source Personnel Cost

2.3 Fringe benefits of personnel costs
(8-20%)

2.4 Nondirect personnel?
2.5 Equipment over $500 ? (System 80)

Program Measures
3.9 Diagnostic instruments for subinst.

areas
3.10 Indentification of subinst. areas
3.11 Instructional techniques for

subinstructional areas
3.12 Mini organizational systems for sub

instructional areas
3.13 Media used-hardware and software for

sub instructional areas
3.14 Bel,avior modification techniques

Source: 606 Committee, working document.
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The State Board of Education has appointed the 606 committee and a "Tentative Committee
Program Plan" has been developed. The committee is currently conducting a search for an executive
secretary. Recommendations are to be made to the Department of Education by August 1974, and
implemented by February 1972.

Comments
As the 606 Committee was authorized during the last legislative session, little has yet been

accomplished. As Federal legislation recommends the employment of cost-effective analysis in theevaluation of Title projects, the Division of Program Evaluation staff, Office of Compensatory
Education, has been developing preliminary forms designed to implement a cost-effective study of Title I
third-grade reading projects. The staff has developed recommendations and a questionnaire designed to
obtain preliminary information. Parameters of the study and data sources are shown in T able 4.



Section 10

JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Introduction
'The Joint Committee on Educational Goals and Objectives was authorized by the California State

Legislature during the 1969 Sessiou (ACR 195). The charge to the committee included:

.that the members authonze a study to determine and recommend an approv.
means for developing a meaningful and constructive program of assessmnt, including,
but not limited to, thc relative productivity. cost effectiveness, and organizational
viability of thc public schools of California...1

Membership of this committee consisted of the members of both the Assembly and Senate Education
Committees with three additional persons representing the State Board of Education. One half of the costs

of the studs S30.000 was appropriated from the contingent funds of the Senate and Assembly.

Procedure
A studs ;.! .14nd hearings held. Fise questions vivre examined

h lit:, be ins,,ilved in identas mg educatior.al goals and objetisrN.
V '10 i tO t 1.,01.rd in developing a state-sside v., stem of .isicssinctir
Ver_JT leg,islatasr guidelines, ii ans, are going to govern these persons and

4 NAhrn arc their *cti5itIC-s to bc ciumpktetr
as the espe.:ted outome of these ah.stsri'l

AV Vs I. Intately .0 amok)... la buns , sr.hool districts, and Ls) mc n c thc f Ic-stilicd or presented vintten
atfoettlatitoi during thr hrarings.

Recommendations of the Joint Committee
t br Jrnt Committee tr..sinimended that

1 A point ,cmunittre on edu4:41sonal goah and evaluations be established for the purpose of
g-kad.ilig the des-rio pine-Mal proces.s of wetting goah and obpoctrers of odiac.ation
tvoats and obbcctives P.c telornmended for adopt won to thc Stale Hoard of Education after
4...ittuderatitin of goals ars..1 obarctnies Identified b) local cdutation afir ru :act

hc stud) identif)ing the goals and cithpecitirvi of cd tica t Juni %haft lal be .24;comphshcall in k-us

than two s cat%
4 Erigatatn %hauls, he sdopticid whieh doe,ti local velo:ation agencies to MAK' thc

g.' kuisphi, goals. arid objecuses of nicks cdukational program
5 thr delieloriment tAr sh ainciartsent and rt-ahiat son peuertati that idissuld measure prowess

toils aid the gosh and obpcs:tircei of education that hate been identified should seise several

p urpourc, su.h as the ,olk%tion of data on 4.ha1drcn vibe) arc entering the ahlOrttla pubibs
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limas ,11 istatui,-iisubit, arid crakuttbutt of spesel peogranis
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ificlusltog ut.dents, pasentb, educator., ntembers od goserning hoards, and prrsons with
iirtebodisseistrid co, pry t gar i oppitopne is strap of aluds

lAaissi Caimgorms* las 114irrueloorse eismillr It tekballikala /160 Win IV

0.1111%14440 144the tagrallamani A1011 WO 1 Ng nal'

haw p 7

fripiewariew

,

eled A ernaa"soriasri aireearu.a



7. When the process of setting goals and objectives has been completed and formalized for
purposes of implementation and administration, the State Board of Education should be
responsible for the continuing leadership role in the data collection and evaluation
process. I

Comments
The Joint Committee report Tlu. Way to Relevance and A cm.tntability in Education was referred to

by various persons during interviews. Reactions ranged from strong suppor -)f the recommendations to
disappointment with them. Some members of the Joint Committee expres..,:d dissatisfaction by writing
letters of dissent.

It appears that the report does not provide the substantive direction requested by the ch.-ge to the
commit tee.



Section 11

PERSONS INTERVIEWED

Information for this report was obtained from the following persons:

Dr. J. William May
Acting Associate Superintendent
California State Department of Education

Dr. James H. Crandall. Chief
Office of Profsam Evaluation
California State Department of Education

Dr. James E. Water,.
Executive Secretary
Advkory Commission on School District Budgeting and Accounting
Cilifornia State Department ot Lducation

Mr. Char Ics 1. Smithers
Director State Affairs
California Taxpayers As'..s.ociation

Mr. Max Benton
Education Specianst
California LaspaycrN Association

Mr. John W. JaOlcns
Administrative ASMlunt to the Speaker of the Assembly
California AsvtlIthl)

Dr. Gerald S. Rider
Consultant Evaluation And Research
Office of Compensatory Education
C'aliforma State Department of Education

Dr. William Mi.-Cortina(
Consultant. Evaluatton and Research
Office of (ompcnsator), kilt:cation
California State Dcpiartnwnt ol 1-dou"anon
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PROMISING PRACTICES DEVELOPED OR EMERGING

ON 'ME NATIONAL SCENE:

THE FLORIDA STUDY



Section 1

INTRODUCTION

In June 1970, the Special Levy Study Commission contracted to conduct a survey of the projects or
activities in the State of Florida which were either involved with or related to assessment and
accountability. The month of June was spent identifying and researching these programs; data regarding
them were gathered through personal interviews, telephone conversations and research reports. The
projects identified to be studied were:

1. A program to assess Florida's educational needs.

1. The formation of the Educational Research and Development Program, including a study of the
relevance of Florida's state-wide ninth- and twelfth-grade testing program.

3. The state's involvement in the National Assessment Program.

4. The Student Information Record System Project (SIRS).

Ti development and implementation of a state-wide Planned Program Budgeting system
(PPBS).

6. The development of a state-wide Management Information System (MIS), including Florida's
pan icipation in the activities of the Belmont Group.

7. Accreditation.

Since th e. present organization of the Department of Education (DOE) was not set up with
assessment and accountability in mind, the department was reorganized. Figure 1 shows the new
organizational chart for the DOE.

As there are many definitions of MIS and PPBS, the following defmitions or descriptions of the
systems are offered for clarity.

I . A PPBS is viewed by most educators in Florida as a collection of several principles or emphases
that, when combined, are called a system. In short, a PPB System relates outputs to resources
and provides the user of the system with the option of carrying out cost analyses such as
cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit analyses?

2. An MIS is viewed by those concerned with tlle Floriela project as an organized arrangement for
making the right information available to se wi:a need it, at the time they need it, in the
desired format, at the least possible cost.2 Furthermore, this system ought to be capable of
providing information regarding the future status of any other given system. In other words,
management ought to be able to use the system for simulation purposes.

The succeeding pages contain a cursory discussion of the eight activities in the State of Florida
related to educational accountability. As it is difficult to pinpoint a time sequence for the inception of
these activities many of them have been treated as separate entities when in fact they are related to other
projects. In other words the order and/or separate treatment of the projects is not significant.

IFFIIS a described in snore detail in Section 6 of this report.
2norkta Association of Educational Data Systems, A flan for the Establishment of a State-Wide Educational informational
Information Manadement System. A report to Floyd T. , (Miura. of Ed. March 1969, p. 23.
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Section 2

FLORIDA'S EDUCATIONAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

In May 1968, the Florida Educational Research and Development Council, acting upon the invitation
of the Florida State Department of Education, organized a task force to develop a plan for the siudy of
Florida's educational needs. The task-force group, comprised of 19 professionals, most of whom are
connected with education, recommended that the ultimate outcome of the study focus on the following
broad areas:

A. Status of education, K-12 in Florida, with respect to achievement of the following perennial

objectives:
I. Communication and learning skills.
2. Citizenship education.
3. Vocational interests.
4. Mental and physical health.
5. Home and family relationships.
6. Aesthetic and cultural appreciations.
7. Moral and ethical values.

B. Evaluation of current educational programs in terms of certain major criteria:
1. The relevance of educational programs for Florida now and in the future.
2. The relevance of educational programs for selected subpopulations within the state.
3. The effectiveness of educational programs in allowing for individual differences and

providing motivation and skill for self-directed, continued learning.
4. Comparison of Florida's educational status with that of other states.

C. Identification from (B) of critical needs for education in Florida.

Each of the seven general objectives was then analyzed in terms of what behavior could be cxpected
of persons who have completed schooling and/or have sought training through the Florida system.
Following this, the task group suggested procedures for collecting, analyzing, and evaluating available data
for each of the broad areas mentioned above. Table I following, lists some of the questions which the task
force posed in the area of communications and learning skills.

Table 1

SAMPLE QUESTIONS AND SOURCES OF DATA

Questions Sources of Data:

I. What percent of the people cannot gain satisfactory
employment because of lack of communications skills?

2. What percent of draftees and volunteers are rejected by
the Armed Services because of lack of communications
skills?

3. What percent of pupils are above, at. and below national
norms on standardized tests in reading and English?

4. What percent of dropouts are above, at. and below
national age norms in reading and English?

5. How is literacy distributed among population
subgroups?

6. How many who are not literate in English are literate in
another language'?

7. What percent of the out-of-school population can
communicate in a second language'?

8. What percent of the school population is learning to
communicate in a second language?

U.S. and Florida Employment Services:
U.S. Department of Labor; State and
local adult vocational agencies.
Armed Services records

Standardized test results
ESEA Title I reports
State and local dropout studies

Census
Standardized test results
Federal, state. and local government
agencies
Local school system studies
Census
U.S. and Florida employment services
State and local enrollment studies

'Special Task Force, A Plan for Study of the Educational Needs of Florida (Gainesville, Florida: University of Florida,
College of Education. June 7. 1968), p. 1.
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Figure 2 depicts the proposed network for the Needs study and gives a clearer picture c the Jrious
tasks necessary to complete it. Three separate research studies were suggested by the task Irco . (I ) a
review and secondary analysis of the socioeconomic and educational data which are currently being
collected in the state; (2) a survey of educational practices in the state; and (3) an opinion poll of specified
groups regarding education in the State of Florida and its needs.

To date, ail the reports have been completed, but the first study has yet to be written. The second
study, the survey of current district educational practices, is well documented. This study used a

Start
7/1/68

Administration

Survey Team

obtain

employ
coordinator

Figure 2 NEEDS STUDY-

employ staff select consultants
)1

7/7/68

10/1/68
employ dir. select select confirm ar-

& staff wpical areas sample rangements
8/15/68 7.$

try out redesign
Instr.

7/8/68
authorit

a

4;3

Icollect

Available Data
team

Opinion Poll
team

Locate
data

gather data

Specify

1/1/69

contrastive locate firm let monitor
contracstatements t. poll adms.(

9/15/68

interpret

cso.
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27-county sample and looked at:
InputsKind and level of support which school districts provide their schools.
ThroughputsSocioeconomic and cultural characteristics of the persons upon whom the county
school systems are acting.
OutputsThe variety of conventional and nonconventional educational consequences directly or
indirectly attributable to the educatienal activities of the county school system.'"

PROPOSED NETWORK

1/1/69 3/1/69
)tabulation

analysis

mterpre- final report
tation

Organize data
in terms of final Evaluation b
questions W report staff and

report of
)

poll
1/1/69

Identify çse1ect critical
,.-

report of
needs > End

needs needs assess -

3/1/69 panel 4/1/69 ment 4/15/69

interpre- final
tation

)(1) report
3/1/69

'Survey of District Educational Practices (Tallahassee, Florida: State Department of Education, Bureau of Research, 1970),
P- 1. 371
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The ovet-all effect on thc present ii;hools in Florida would be to provide them with means to get
-ttathl-nowt answers hurt will parallel the direction of "knit-term" answers being developed. By

using. possibly, thc proposed performance standards (of SU fe accredstation as a criterion refetenoc

f of 4;o0peratnre improvement efforts, there should be a continuous increase in knowledge and
application of "what is possible."

For the research contractors

In addition to making it posubk to perceive environmental relationships which will affect the
.tocedurrs under development, the continuing interaction between research and practice will provide
what a creative atmosphere in which the "tension between the drive for professional autonomy" of
the researcher, "and the stimulation from applied problems" can be the "energy source for new
sparks of creativity."

3. For the Flonda Departrn..nt of Education

The new problem-solving relationships with the schools will permit the Department of Eduartion to
"aim" its internal expertise and resources more appropriately.
Department of Education personnel are government employees and ain be perceived as reasonably
objective. Through the department's reorganization, new relationships of trust and confidence can be
established that can lead to regularized channels of cooperation.

1The autborlution tor this propam can be found in 'kV= 229.561. Florida Statutes.

2Pred flanIM, Can The Florida Educational Research and Development Propiun Really Make any Difference in Florida

Education?. Tinniness*. Florida: State Department of Education, June 29, 1970.

31.awis A. Rhodes, The Menspment of the Florida Eduoynal Remerch and Development Program, New York; B. P.

Shelley and Company. Inc. June. 1970. p. 22. 3 - 375 - 3 !)
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attcndanox Al)A1 and pet.4.cnt of Itmls spent tta ausokat) torn scrs cic odd) sloghtlo, oorfirLatc.+1. on a
ncipatsw ducitson. swofh turcHtbsradc tc-tt u.++iirs and uric nest csvn Itatc bus hong talpIllkal.1 ICIPCS

ociunt) wooers Thy tarcIfthitt-ad: (WM. it Ilk h %casts S 00,(K011 pet ) c Jr to asbnontstct, is the oro dependcnt
vanahk lochuh has hccn Ictict1 1hc tcsuits, hottorvcs, or of httk teptsticanac as thc tett :it removed
Itum hrinS an) kind oh an andia..atot tat ct aluitnT tit ctiora

CM the lithugc. ot scrim Warta, that thc ninth- Aind turIlth-V*.sik tesitn$ poftwants d1 lhc repLiacsi
tbc Natrona, Astactitmcnt paLatc Thn not on111, It111 male Ihc tett Moir Irks ant In ta frost of the I- tonala
idu4.-ationa1 S) stem and the csaluatusoo +II Its output+, but moll allots i kstoda to 0.1rop.o, Its trusUt and
provrts with thasc it 'Alt1C/ states And ttahdratth.ta hat mg armtlat



Sec him 4

1,11 OtTMI iI 01 1 DI A110% A1) TIO's At ASSTSSIVit

Ir 0..c ;n.it" McAta.,n 1,- Et taT it in at lc It that V InJa hu1d nac an a triAtint
cd.104,31wonal atc.c ktrrsrnt a. 1 Ic It that (Pic ( .+.rulltv..1)C1 of 1 dck....if.on should I'c rctr.onuhk tot
thr ifc-ITIornarnt thr c ait.at bon 1.1..,4,c0 1 .c a I th4t latt 44 0,10%%4 h.C1-0%

Sc t4.0n. ci-'r111C nt of 14.31mati.,,-,i' V iloatwn ok calitrt 1 ottunt:nonct
14110,401ov. %hail Latci Ulan Matt h : I dc% cl,)1^ V ,30W t ht. Jc..,,c106.0,1

t 411cAsencil 14. AM.0 t 111, c; V): cd attonal ptvitt am+ offrtrd
thr rolt41, ,,,tikuo,l, I this %WI* 1 ht. (- aka4tion i'lft-otiatc: to tic divarlopcil than

int lthic task!) 111C1hgbd% JIT 1,C4ca...as) -gcr%t. studcn( t at :at-tous
adr kill. and In thc .atiot. cdui.al4onai r -vain% thc ruN, . w.hc-solt lfhc

catuatoon ;..to.,clut.t than w. torltt%;1, tcd anti JcAchivid a to 1-tidc ca:h uhirool
431.1?), I with /sir. ant .k,rnratats% c data to rnaM.c dittf1,1 u.110.14.4 hrtaid member".

adnunntratoli. t?:e more fra"111" arrlanc prolpt-sah and In

Ihc titchrth clung of Mr Jistmta catt.ateonal prtyclatIl The et Amnion
19"ordufr .611411 pins Wir a uniform c'taluallon ca:h tbmil,t in this ,,tatc, and,

to Ihc ctcrit bac .ompatIbk wolf- nattottai lot thc aawctAmcht til

plug:tarns salu4:31)on

Sc.: bon Z Rcputts The Commtiasoner iducahon shall make a prehmin.ary reporl to
the State Board of Education and the Chairmen of the House and Senate Education
Comma ler- tr. oi; Iobcf 1 , 19 70 The prt Isminar) report sh.all indude the
Commussioner's propcssed budget for impkinenting thc evaluation procedures in the
fiscal ',ear 1971 77. This ploposed budget shall tNe included in thz levstalwe budget of
thc department of educ.ation The Commismonet shall nuke a final report to the State
hoard of Education and the kgisiature kr, Marh 1, 1971 The final report shall mdude
the Commissioner's re4ximmendations for the dissemination of the data on educational
motor sis in caih huoI JHInct

Somon .1 1 ltts a/. I shall take click* lull. I , 1970

In 1970. 3 SiCrfIllitt O*iImsIIcc ol thc Education Commission of the States (ECS I drafted a molunon
to spread Me National Assessment of Educational Programs (SAFI') to both the stale and lo.aj level. The

resohltion, adopted the ECS. reads

it resolved that E(S otters to serve Its Iticiltbrf statc's (42 IA number) as a retiOtilVe
Ui avklutitts gates in the development of gate assessment programs. mcludmg the
adaptation of the National Assessment model, with the understanding that Colat
stich resources would bc met bv requestmg Mites. and that the ECS provide to %Late
education agencies at their request, and at cosT_ wecimen sets or published National
Awrasiftent items appropnately packaged tor. !her with a manual or instructions,
scoring keys, and administrative tapes and v.natever aioastame it necessary in advising
on their duphcation and use.1

The acceptance of the resolution was (allowed by a request from Florida for permission and help in
conducting a state-wide and local assessment of its 67 school districts. This request had tAen taking shape
since Florida's uivolvement as a sample state. The 1969 kgislature requested the DOE to develop an
assessment program which would be useful for policy decisions, and which, where applicable, should be
consistent with national programs for assessnwnt. Information pthered fron. the Ave districts in Florida
that panicipated in the national sample appeared to be well in line with what the legislature requested.
There (Oft there is a strong rationale for Florida's adopting this on a state-wide basis.

irlarids Looisilativo Reportars. lar., P.O. Box 746, Talkalmoop, flosida, May, 1969

21dueslion WashIaroa, D.C.: Mow 3, 1920, p. 229
377 '364



A4:toll.tor4 to c4.:fl .;oltIrn thc Asia:e ommismoncr. Program Planning and Coordinator for the
MA the NOP %Ill i'lL=rida to ccimpare the results of its districts with national norms.

4ritc cnous,1%. othrt Z.kte4 arc planning to follow Florida's lead. Oregon
6.41krrni4 Tom mccaa, ovtroms ECS channun. said tus state will prt started at once
to do thc %VW thing. Colorado and Delaware are abo interested and mote states are
riipiN,:tril to follow When asked if he thought some educators would (eel
d3.1.iblr--$.1ressed the committee's as:tion. McCall replied "I really don't care.- Seven
governors Attending the ECS meeting-Hathaway of Wyoming. Levander of
%nay:sofa, Lose of C. olorado. McNair of South Carolina. Peterson of Delaware,

of Mishigan. and Mrcall agreed that local and state reporting of national
assess tient results r-; mentabk and probably helpful. Rep. Edith Green D-Orcg.).
,:hairinan of a House subcommittee on education, added her support to the ECS

4:han.ge. Leading education organizations originally opposed the idea of a
national asiewnent program. They had three maior concerns: that it would become a
tart* national test. that it would lead to a national cumculum to meet the goals of
the test, and that it would mtnct changes in uistructional methods.1

Tbe Commissioner of Education will recommend to the legislature in March 1971. that the State of
Florida adopt the tiauonal Assessment Package for. the state evaluation system. Reports and other persons
related to this area feel that the recommendution will pas and a state-wide testing law result from the
recommendation. Should the program be accepted. it will probably cola the state over SI.2 million per
year.

Ina 3 i) a 378 -



Section 5

STUDENT INFORMATION RECORD SYSTEM I SIRS1 PROJECT

In rrport, Henry Vox. director of the Flonda SIRS project, stated that the project sitould
demonstrate. on J tour-count) basis. thc effectivenel.s of state-wide system for electronic storaitt and
IVIMVAI of student data which is often needed to solve educational problems. Specifically the system
should demonstrate

I . The value of a state-wide system with a uniform coding for identifying and orrinizing data.
An automatic referral system based on analysis of data according to predetermined criteria.

3. Improvement of gudance servi4.-cs through the use of accurate. complete. and timely
information.

4. Provision for individual identification of student needs and progress.
5. Improvement of cumculum, methods, and/or materials based on factual data.
el. Improved scheduling and placement practices.
7. Measurement of the effectiveness of improvements.*

Objectives of the SIRS project were:
L To compare cost and efficiency factors for various methods of obtaining, recording and

updating data using keypunch, optical readers and direct input from on-line terminals.
2. To develop parameter% to use computers for automatic referral of individuals or groups needing

special attention.
3. To produce information leading to improved practices in curriculum, placement, grouping,

scheduling, and financing.
4. To develop the means to exchange data electronically, between schools, counties, universities,

and the State Department of Education.2

Eacn of the lour counties selected, Dade, Sarasota, Pinellas, arid Hillsborough, were to develop a
system appropriate to their size for collecting. updating, and retrieving data. Furthermore, each county was
to be able to produce three records:

I. Florida Student Report.
2. Linear Student Record for Automated Systems.
3. Florida Student Cumulative Report.3

Figure 3 is a PERT net work of the SIRS project, and delineates the major activities which have
taken place to date. The map in Figure 4 shows the counties that had computers in 1967, and is offered
for purposes of comparison. Florida's schools were relatively well off in computer hardware in 1967, and
at present only a few of the counties in the state do not have access to a computer.

Whether or not the state will implement the system which resulted from the SIRS project is another
question. Unfortunately, it is very likely to shelve the SIRS material, software and all. This reluctance
does not stem from weaknesses in the system, as all phases were successful, but rather from the fact that
there is (1 ) a storage problem; (2) a shortage of personnel to implement the system properly; and (3) a
lack of funds to cover the expense. In short, the resource commitment for a state-wide system is just too

great.

lilloory C. Fox, Improved liducational Services and Pructicas through Utilisation of Bloct-onk Records, a program report of

SIRS, June 15, 1967 to December 21, 1967, to Dr. E. L. Whigham, SF1, Dads County Public Schools, 1966, p. 1

2Foz, Ibid., p. 2
81 bid., p. 4.
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Figure 3

SIRS PROJECT



Figure 4

FLORIDA COUNTIES WITH COMPUTERS

EscambiaJ I

Okaldoosa--J
Leon
Madiso
Duva
Alachua
Marion
Volusia
Orange
Pol
Brevard
Manatee'
Palm Beach
Broward

*Junior Colleges

SIRS Project Counties

Dade
Hillsborough
Pinellas
Sarasota

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ENROLLED

IN COUNTIES WITH COMPUTER CAPABILITIES

SIRS
COUNTIES

NONPROJECT COUNTIES COUNTIES
WITH COMPUTERS WITHOUT

COMPUTERS

31.1 47,5 21,4

393,427 600,370
382

268,514



Section 6

ACTIVITIES IN ESTABLISHING A PLANNED PROGRAM BUDGETING SYSTEM (PPBS)

Florida's commitment to an integrated PPB System is undeniable; the intent has been clearly
delineated in three pieces of legislation.

I. The state planning law, which provided fol the formal annual development of the
Florida State Six-Year Plan, for the articulation of the goals and objectives of state
government, for the projected, quantified annual accomplishments and financial
schedules for each of the six years in each program area, and for the formal adoption
by the Governor, as the chief planning officer of the state, of each of these.

2. Legislation requiring the Auditor General of the state to begin performance audits of
all state operations. This obviously requires each department of the state to establish
criteria for evaluation of its programs' effectiveness in order for the Auditor General
to certify actual accomplishment compared with planned, budgeted, or anticipated
accomplishment.

3. The reorganization act of 1969, which lists as the responsibility of the head of ..very
department a requirement that he "compile annually a comprehensive program
budget covering such period as may be required, reflecting all program and fiscal
matters relating to the operation of his department and each program, subprogram,
and activity therein and such other matters as may be required by law."1

Section 23.014 (2) of the state planning statute, for example, provides that:
Upon request of the department of administration, each state agency shall annually
file with the department its plan for each program under its jurisdiction to be
undertaken or executed for the next six years. The plan shall include a full
explanation of the need and justification for each program, its relationship to other
similar programs being carried out by state, local, Federal or private agencies, the
annual anticipated accomplishment of each program over the [next] six years as is
feasible. The judiciaiy and the legislature are specifically excluded from this
requirement. The planning and budget director shall submit to the secretary
recommendaticns for the annual development programs based on the information
submitted by each state agency and his analysis of developmental needs and
requirements.

Sections 216.023 and 216.031 of the budgeting statute provide the following:

Each agency shall submit an annual legislative budget to the governor, as chief budget
officer of the state, in the form and manner, and at such time, as may be prescribed
by the department. However, no state agency shall submit its legislative budget later
than November 1 each year.

The legislative budget submitted by each state agency showing the amounts needed
for operational expenditures during the next fiscal year shall contain the following:

1 . .1.a complete financial plan of operations with all proposed expenditures itemized
and classified by prescribed appropriation categories and funds.

2. A statement and such other detailed information as may be necessary to identify
the amounts requested:

'Wallace W. Henderson and Samuel Tv !ker, Instructions for Preparation of 1971 Budget and Six-Year Plan and 1971
Legislative Budget Request, '1a11ahapsee, Florida: State of Florida Department of Administration, August 5, 1970, p. 1
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Figure 5

FLORIDA'S PLAN FOR A STATE-WIDE PPB SYSTEM

?ART A: PROGRAM BUDGET AND SIX YEAR PLAN

(Nothing
Required)

1969-70

Program
Budget

Base
Year

. - -
A

1970 71

PART C:

A

Program
Budget
Request
and

First
Yea
of Plian

I I

1971-72

- . - - -

Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth

Year Year Year Year Year

of Plan of Plan of Plan of Plan of Plan

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77

*
CROSSWALK

1970-71

I A
I I

1971-72

PART B: BUDGET1REQUEST
TRADITIONAL1FORMAT

Histo-
rical
Year

'Base:
Year

>

Ne"

A

Budgieti
Requesi
Year

I

V



T o con t mut. current programs.
b. To unprove carding programs.
c. Pot proposed new programs.
A compkte itemized list of estimated revenues to be coilected, classified by
siources of revenue and funds.

1 A copy of the balance sheet for thc prior fiscal year and such other financial
daternents. wheduks. and reports as may be required purniant to law or as may
be preunbed by the department.

l'r-oic;raris

SIJD progr aims
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Figure 6

PROGRAM STRUCTURE FOR FLORIDA'S PPB SYSTEM
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As indicated in Florida's plan for a state-wide PPBS (see Figure 5), the Department of
Administration, Division of Planning and Budgeting, has adopted a schedule which requires the
development of the system over a six-year span covering 1971-77. The first program budget will be
developed for recommendation to the 1971 legislature for application to fiscal year 1971-72. It is
intended that the complete six-year plan indicate accomplishments for each of the six years.

The term "program structure" suggests a whole built up of subcomponents. In Florida's approach
to a PPBS the program structure is conceived as a pyramid which descends from general activities to
specifics. Figure 6 represents the components or breakdown of this program.

Figure 71 shows the actual breakdown used in the state's PPBS for Program (Education). The
subelements not shown in Figure 7 are presented in Table 42 The subelements in Table 4 are for the
element, Improvement of Basic Education, which is element 3.11 in Figure 7.

Table 4

SUBELEMENTS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF BASIC EDUCATION ELEMENT 3.11

3.111 Early Childhood
3.112 Elementary

3. 1 c Conservation and Environ
mental Education

3.113 Art 3. 1- d Adult General Education

3.114 Driver Education 3. I e Library/Media

3.115 English Landuage Arts 3. 1 f Guidance

3.116 Foreign Language 3. 1 g School Health

3.117 Health, Physical Education,
Recreation

3. 1

3. 1

h

1

Food and Nutrition
Transportation

3.118 Mathematics 3. I J Student Activities

3.119 Music 3.1 k Community School Services

3.1Ia Science 3.1 1 Local Administration

3.1113.Social Science

Nine programs, in addition to education, have been identified, and each program has been
subdivided into its components in a way similar to that illustrated for education. The nine other state
programs are as follows:

Business agriculture and consumer services; crime prevention and CTL; health, manpower, and
employment; natural resources; recreation and culture; social and rehabilitative services; transportation;
and government direction and support.

Perhaps the most crucial component of Florida's Plan (see Figure 5) is the activity labeled
"Crosswalk." The term "crosswalking" can best be defined as "translating," for it simply implies that
activities and costs, etc., in the traditional budget are translated into subelements, etc., in the new
program budget. The state feels that the crosswalk activity is necessary as:

the State of Florida program structure is not constrained by organizational
boundaries. Accordingly, in many instances, organizational resources will be used to
support the objectives of two or more subelements. Since all resources currently
are allocated to organizational activities, and not to subelements, it is necessary to
compute precise operating requirements first on the basis of organizational activity.
After requirements have been determined on a direct basis by organization, the total
requirements can then be converted by this process called "Crosswalking" to the
subelements that will be the ultimate recipient of the organization's resources.3

'Division of Planning and Budgeting, Tentative State Program Structure (Tallahassee, Florida: Department of
Administration, August, 1970), p. 3-8

p. 3-1
atienderson and Tucker, op. cit., p. 61
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Flohda's involvement in PPB Systems analysis and consideration has not consisted solely of
conceptualization without expenmentation. On the contrary. Florida has two nationally known on-going
projects in PPBS. These arc the Dade County PPB System Project. and the University School PPB System
Project at Florida State University. Tallahassee.

The Dade County PPB Project was designed to Mvestipite the feasibility and resource commitments
for a PPBS at the county level I; the University School project was designed to examine similar aspects at
the individual course level within a school. Both projects are evaluation-oriented, particularly the
University School project, which is directed at answering, among others, the following questions:

I . How well are current programs doing?
.. Are current programs achieving the goals set for the school?

These two projects, if successful, are to serve as models for the public schools of Florida.
To date, both of the above projects can be considered succmful; moreover, they are both still on

target. The University School PPB System Project was successful enough to warrant continued support.
While last year's efforts involved only K-I 2 mathematics, this year the project will involve the entire
curriculum in the PPB model. The model developed for math K-I 2 will be used with the other programs
in the school system. lf this year's project is successful, the model will warrant consideration for
state-wide implementation.

Florida is well on its way to having one of the finest PPB Systems in the nation. The Florida
University School Study, for example, is one of the finest examples of a semi-PPBS which will effect and
permit cost-effectiveness analysis at the individual school level. Furthermore, the state is well aware of
the need to collapse, i.e. consolidate, data as one moves up the hierarchy of program-school-county-state.
Although far from the mark, it appears as though Florida will, within the next seven years, probably be
nearer than most states to having a PPB System which is actually implemented on a state-wide basis.

1Management Systems in the Dade County Public Schools, Miami, Florida: Dade County Public Schools, November 18,
1969
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Section 7

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS CONCEPTS

Thc State of Florida has long been interested in the concept of a Management Information System

(MIS). The states position was made very clear when the Florida Legislature mandated in Senate Bill

70-X(68) that:

Among the priority programs which shall be expanded immediately is the

management information system necessary to assist the state superintendent, the state

board of education and legislature in determining the status and needs of education

and to establish educational policies.

The state superintendent shall utilize all appropriate modern management tools,

techniques, and practices which will cause the state's educational program to be more

effective and which will provide the greatest economies in the management and

operation of the state's system of education.

Some target areas which shall receive immediate priority shall be business

management, purchasing practices, financial accounting, development of long-range

planning, exceptional accounting techniques, school plant maintenance, cooperative

activities in multi-county agreements, idle fund investment and staff development.

The state superintendent shall report to the 1969 session of the legislature the

activities undertaken, the stage of development of that time, the progress made and

recommendations for furthur improvements.

Part of the $250,000 appropriated for the MIS went to set up workshops to develop guidelines for

the system. The group undertaking this project was The Florida Association of Educational Data Systems

(FAEDS).
A recent document prepared by FAEDS, states that:

The lack of factual information on which to make decisions is among the most serious

deficiencies in education. Conscientious educators, boards of education, and top-level

government decision makers want to improve education, but do not always have the

facts on which to act intelligently .. . Much valuable information is being collected,

recorded, and reported now at all levels on education. It is often buried in files,

however, and not made available in useful form to the right people at the right

timeif at all.l.

The information referred to above might well be that which is presently available through the

Florida State Department of Education Information Systems Section. This information system, as such,

consists of five domains of interrelated data, procedures, and activities: pupil data, teacher data, facilities

data, instructional material data, and fmancial data.2 The system cannot, however, be used as a support

1FAEDS, A Plan for the Establishment of a State-wide Educational Information Management System, a report to Floyd T.

Christian, Conunissioner of Education (Tallahassee, Florida: FAEDS, March 1969), p. 1.

2For a further description see: Activities Summary of Information System (Tallahame, Florida: State Department of

Education, 1968).
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system for any kind of evaluation or assessment. What is needed. according to the FAEDS study, is a system
which yields speedy. accurate. current information relevant to the following questions:

Personnel

What is the rate of teacher turnover state-wide and at each edu ational institution?

What percentage of faculty effort is expended on instruction, research, counseling,
administration, and other professional services?

Studen ts

What is the pattern of high school dropouts in various communities?

What vocational opportunities exist within the state for students who enroll in the
various vocational programs?

What are the enrollment projections for the next decade?

Fmance

What are the capital outlay costs per full-time equivalent student at each level of
education?

What is the functional distribution of expenditures for education in the State of
Florida (instruction, administration, student services, research, etc.)?

Facilities

To what extent are the educational plant facilities being utilized in the evenings,
weekends, and summer months?

How many classes are being held in substandard facilities?

Programs

How many five-year-old children live in areas where public kindergarten is not
available?

What relationship exists between reading level and the student dropout rate?

How many exceptional children have been identified in Florida and what special
provisions have been made for their education?

Community

To what extent are public school buildings being used after hours for community
activities?

What effect does the influx of tourists and migyant workers have on the educational
program? 1

1FAEDS, op. cit., p. 2 365 390



Figure 8

CONCEPTUALIZATION FOR DATA FLOW WITHIN THE
FLORIDA EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
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Figure 9

PROPOSED ORGANIZATIONAL CHART*
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The FAEDS study group arrived at the conclusion that the state needed an organized arrangement
for supplying needed information to decision makers at various levels. The proposed organization, The
Florida Educational Management Information System (FEMIS) is shown in Figure 8.1 Figure 92 shows
where such an organization would fit within the state educational organization.

Although treated separately almost all of the activities and projects discussed thus far in the report are
in some way related to the MIS concept. One project however, which cannot be separated from its concepVs
the state's involvement in the Belmont Project.3

The general purpose of the Belmont group is to examine ways to effect meaningful evaluation. The
evaluation efforts o date have been relative only to Federally funded programs. Florida, being
progressive, is one of the states participating in the project. "The joint agreement between the Chief
Council of State School Officers (CCSSO) and the USOE (United States Office of Education) called for
joint development by USOE and state representatives of a new comprehensive system, to evaluate
Federally supported elementary and secondary education programs."4 Further, the agreement between
CCSSO and USOE consisted of three major components:

1. Developing and installing a common survey system designed to meet_ the basic and
common management information requirements of the Office of Education and the
states.

2. Developing and installing a long-range program of collecting and using general
evaluative information for elementary and secondary education.

3. Developing and installing pilot training programs for evaluation personnel in Federal,
state, and local education agencies.5

The first survey of elementary school pupils, which was designed to gather specific data about
pupils and their progress, was sent out to a nationally representative sample of approximately 850 school

districts. To this total, Florida contributed 18 school districts. Information from the survey will be
collected and analyzed as it relates:

1. To the sampled school districts; 2. To samples of elementary schools in the 850
districts; 3. To second-, fourth-, and sixth-grade teachers in the sampled schools; and 4.
To a sample of pupils in each of the teacher's classes. A similar system is being designed
for installation in secondary schools during the spring of 1971.6

Out of the $9 malion which Congress has allotted for evaluation programs, $2.5 million (or
thereabouts) has been set aside for the Belmont effort at the national level and approximately $5 million
will be distributed to the 50 states for their participation. Floyd Christian, Florida's Commissioner of
Education, has indicated that Florida will use a portion of its allotment to support its involvement in
Belmont. The remaining funds will be used to support the state's other evaluation activities.

The pertinent questions to be considered for any evaluation system are:

1. What are the objectives to be evaluated?
2. What minimum amount of information is needed to be gathered in order that the objectives

may be evaluated?

p. 7
2Ibid., p. 9
3The Belmont Group was established in January 1969 to conduct research on meaningful evaluation techniques on the

national level. Florida is one of the 17 states participating. James Impara, Research Associate in the DOE is perhaps most

active in this area and interested persons shuuld contact him for further information about the project and the state's

involvement.
James C. Impara, "Improve Education Through Evaluation," Florida Schools, VoL 32:5, May-June, 1970, p. 26.

5Ibid., p. 27.
6Ibid., p. 28.
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3. What form should the information be stored in for the most efficient retrieval and processing?
4. What processes need to be developed in order to manipulate the data into the desired

information and format?
5. Does the Management Information System adequately serve the needs and objectives

of the current users?

The Belmont project should provide the State of Florida and other states with a model which can
be easily generalized.

The DOE in the State of Florida is well aware of the need to modify its approach to management. It
is further aware that it needs a support system within the department that would:

1. Consolidate data collection and storage.
2. Facilitate efficient retrieval.
3. Permit simulation for planning purposes.
4. Provide data relevant to a cost-analysis system.

The progress rate of Florida's activities in the Belmont Group should be viewed as a component of
the MIS, ?ppears to exceed the development of the MIS concept. Thus, it appears as though Florida has
yet to grasp the concept of the MIS. This is not the fault of individuals within the state educational
system, but rather of the system itself. The Florida State Department of Education is not lacking
educational data. The problem is, however, that data do not constitute information. Moreover, having
too much data is sometimes worse than having too little. Existing data must also be integrated and
related to the evaluation of predetermined objectives and/or decisions. Until those in the state see the
need for an MIS and give it as the highest priority for any assessment and evaluation system, the MIS
concept may continue to slumber.



Section 8

ACCREDITATION

In 1963 Florida adopted accreditations standards designed to improve education in the state. Since

then the state has sought further improvement through the development of new educational concepts and

the continuous search for innovative procedures. Such programs as the testing program and the Planned

Program Budgeting System, outlined above, have already been initiated statewide. Furthermore, local
school districts throughout the state have been experimenting with differentiated staffing, middle schools,

and '.otal staff development. Thus continued evaluation, which is the main ingredient in any effective
accreditation program, is contributing to Florida's rate of educational progress.

A revision of the state accreditation standards was undertaken in Florida in 1966 by the State
Department of Education; the committees were composed of representatives of the DOE, district staffs,

school staffs, college staffs, laymen, and students.1 During the 1968-69 school year the proposed revised

standards were tested in a pilot study, and the results have been compiled. The study involved 370 schools

in 63 counties and 38 of the 63 county offices. Copies of the proposed standards were also sent to every

college, university, elementary and secondary school, and county offices within the state for study and

comment.
On the basis of the date gathered from the pilot study, Commissioner Christian recommended:

1. That the Proposed Accreditation Standards for Florida Schools, 1968-69 be revised

on the basis of the pilot study and reprinted for 1969-70.
2. That this revised set of standards be utilized via data processing procedures in a pilot

study in all public elementary and secondary schools in the State of Florida during

the 1969-70 school year.
3. That the classification of all schools involved in this pilot study be frozen unless the

school wishes to show improvement in its accreditation classification (if a school

wishes to improve its classification, reports for the 1963 standards must also be
completed).

4. That following the pilot study involving all public schools during the 1969-70 school

year, the standards be tevised, adopted by the State Board of Education, reprinted
and implemented as official regulations for the 1970-71 school year.

5. That a pilot visitation program (committee and SDE staff) be conducted during the
1969-70 school year.

6. That county superintendents and principals encourage the development of perform-

ance or behavioral objectives necessary for the implementation of the evaluation
process required in the accreditation program. This will be necessary during the rest
of the 1968-69 school year, summer of 1969, and throughout the 1969-70 school

year. 2

The proposed accreditation standards used for the 1968-69 pilot study were revised and used in the
1969-70 school year in a pilot study which involved all county personnel, elementary, secondary and
otherwise. In preparation for the 1969-70 expanded pilot study county and school staff were involved in
developing plans for the following:

1. Strategy for involving all personnel in the evaluation process.
2. The training of key leadership personnel in developing, adapting, or adopting

measurable performance or behavioral objectives.

1Persons should dontact Lee Roberts, Director School Accreditation, State Depaitment of Education, Tallahassee, Florida,
for further information on the committee organization.

2Division of 'reacher Education, Certification and Accreditation, The Aecreditator, 7 , No. 3 (April 1969), P. 3
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3. The training of key leadership personnel in the design and utilization of the latest
measurement techniques dealing with formulative evaluation within the teaching-
learning situation.

4. The strategy for utilizing trained personnel, as an outgrowth of items 2 and 3, in
training other personnel.

5. The development, adaptation, or adoption of objectives that fulfill the accreditation
standards, and goals and philosophy of the county (the inclusion of standards limits
the objectives needed for the institution's evaluation).

6. The strategy for applying the objectives on product and process (developed, adapted
or adopted by the school) and the status standards within the ongoing teaching-
learning situation as an evaluative process.

7. The collection of the data for analysis and synthesis in performing next steps and
completing reports (school, county, and state-wide).

8. The means of implementing next steps (the changes necessary as substantiated by
evidence accumulated in the evaluation process to bring about improvement of the
teaching-learning process in order to meet the goals and objectives established). 1

The data gathered from the 1969-70 pilot study concerning the proposed accreditation *standards,
were used to validate and revise the existing standards.2

During the 1970-71 school year the 1969-70 pilot study will be continued. The participants in the
study will continue to develop the components of a system for evaluating their program and service. The
1970-71 evaluation system is expected:

1. To refine evaluation program being utilized by the districts and schools.
2. To demonstrate staff proficiency in recognizing, selecting, writing, and utilizing

performance objectives appropriate to student and staff needs.
3. To defme performance objectives appropriate to the needs of students and staff.
4. To construct, select and validate usable evaluative instruments and techniques.
5. To utilize objectives developed to plan activities, method of instruction on a trial

basis.
6. To adjust and revise objectives to fit goals of state, district, and school; standards; a

learning taxonomy; and the results of a trial evaluation.3

Florida's proposed accreditation standards are a step in the right direction. The report process
appears to be effective and easily managed by even the smallest schools. This is particulary important
today, as the smaller school systems tend to be without educational data processing equipment. As a result,
they tend to be put at a disadvantage by any system which relies heavily upon such equipment.

The accreditation program is well ahead of Florida's other activities in terms of development; it appears
that it will be almost completely debugged and ready for implementation by late 1971.

p. 24
2The revised standards are in the process of being documented.
3 Bureau of Teacher Education, Certification, and Accreditation, The Accreditor, 9, No. 1 (1970-71), p. 2.
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Section 9

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Flond.a's efforts in the field of evaluation and accountability make it one of the leading states in this
stra.

Two of the state's strongest points are:

I . Its insistance at almost all levels that activities which enhance crosswalking take place.
2. Its msistance that programs and projects be transferrable and permit implementation by persons

who ha-c no previous training or involvement with them.

Two points which are somewhat distressing are:

I . Thc fact that little has been done to coordinate programs and activities which are evaluation-
oriented.

2. The lack of 'personnel' committed by the state to support the projects reported on this
document. Many of the people involved in these activities are also holding other full-time jobs.

To strengthen Florida's efforts in the area of accountability, it will be necessary to coordinate the
various efTorts and activities summarized in this document. If this is not done, the projects will be ends in
themselves, instead of means to bigger and better ends. A general system is depicted in Figure 10 which.
dkistrates the need for such coordination and proposes the establishment of .the Florida Integrated
educational data bank (FIEDB), which would then become one of the main components in an MIS. Figure
10 indicates there is a high probability of duplication of both effort and data; the duplication will have to
be greatly reduced if the Florida system is to be efficient.

To insure that data are relevant to the evaluation of objectives-be they state, district, school,
program or otherwise-a process similar to that proposed in Figure 2 ought to be considered. Such a
system would force the collection and coding of data related to system objectives. This should be a
continuous process and the FIEDB should be continuously updated.

The recommended MIS for Florida is represented by Figure 12. Its main components are the
software and the FIEDB which would be established and updated by the processes proposed in Figures 10
and I I . As some information can take a great deal of the central processing unit (CPU) time, it is
recommended that reports which have a high frequency of use be stored in the FIEDB so that the MIS can
reproduce the information in the most efficient way possible.

It is important to note that not every state system will consent to exposure as has the Florida State
Department of Education. This in itself is representative of the progressiveness of this state. Furthermore,
any state which, like Florida, has moved to change its accreditation standards away from the typical 'status'
indicator system must be given credit. Florida's accreditation standards are now split into three areas:
one third status; one third process; and one third student product. Of the other states, only one, to date, has
ventured this far from accepted practice; this is Colorado, which uses the contract system.

Florida's emphasis on performance objectives and on its state-wide training program, which exposed
almost all the state's educators to the process, is further indication of its commitment to evaluation and
accountability. The establishment of the FIEDB will greatly enhance Florida's already impressive progress
toward a state-wide evaluation system.
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Figure 11

SYSTEM FOR UPDATING AND MONITORING THE F.E.D.B.
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Figure 12

THE FLORIDA STATE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM (FSMIS)
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7. Accreditation
Lee Roberts, Administrator for School Accreditation, Bureau of Teacher Education, Division of
Education and Secondary Education, State Department of Education.
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THE RHETORIC AND THE REALITY OF THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT

The Beginning: ECAPE
In a rather short but blustery career, those involved with National Assessment have rattled skeletons in

education closets across the country. The work of National Assessment began when Francis Keppel, then
U.S. Commissioner of Education, questioned how much we do or do not know about the outcomes of

our multibillion-dollar educational system. With funding from the Carnegie Corporation, the Exploratory
Committee on Assessing the Progress of Education (ECAPE) was formed; Dr. Ralph Tyler, Director of
the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences at Stanford, was named Chairman. Under Dr.

Tyler's charge, with the cooperation of educators and lay people, the Committee decided 1) that ten
subject areas should be assessed: science, mathematics, writing, citizenship, music, literature, social

studies, art, reading, and occupational development; 2) that four age groups should be assessed:
9-year-olds, most of whom would have finished the primary grades, 13-year-olds, most of whom would

have completed the intermediate gades, 17-year-olds who would be finishing high school, and a group of

25-26-year-olds who had finished their formal education; 3) for purposes of sampling and reporting, the

nation would be divided into four geographical regio- : northeast, southeast, central, and west; 4) other
subgroups should be investigated: people living in various types of communities (large city, urban fringe,

smaller city, and rural-small town), different sexes, different socio-economic backgrounds, and different

races; and 5) assessment would be cyclical so that trends could be noted and comparisons made of over a

period of years.
Once these initial decisions were made, the work began. Four private research organizations were

awarded contracts to develop objectives for each of the ten subject areas and to develop exercises to test

for those objectives. Educational Testing Service, Science Research Associates, the American Institutes for

Research, and the Psychological Corporation were charged to insure that objectives were 1) considered

important by scholars, 2) accepted as educational tasks, by schools, and 3) considered desirable by

thoughtful lay citizens. Upon completion of the tests, it was necessary to develop new administrative

techniques; no one child could complete the 12 hours of required tests. Research indicated that using

proper sampling, one child would have to complete only about 45 minutes of the test. Administering the

tests in this way would allow minimum interruption of any one teacher's class on a school day.

Several other testing innovations were instituted. First, the committee developed a system of taped

and printed exams and conducted personal interviews; this process reduced the effects of reading
deficiencies on all but the tests designed to assess reading ability. Second, the exercises included easy
questions, hard questions, and average questions; this technique determines what most students know as

well as what most students do not know. Third, a significant innovation adopted by this committee was

the method of reporting results of the assessment. Rather than indicating how many questions a student
answered correctly or how far from a norm a student scored, assessment results will indicate what

percentage of people answered a particular question correctly. Such information has been labeled

"census-like" data.
To summarize, ECAPE's responsibilities included the determination of objectives and the

development of exercises and techniques to assess those objectives. In June 1968, this assignment had

been completed and the task of canying out the assessment was turned over to a larger committee.

A Continuation: CAPE and ECS
To complete the work of assessment, 25 people were invited by the ECAPE to form an expanded

Committee on Assessing the Progress of Education; 9 of the 11 members of ECAPE became members of
CAPE. George Brain, a prominent member of AASA, became chairman. This committee involved

educators and lay people in large numbers to review the objectives and exercises. As a result, five new

subject areas were added to the assessment: listening and speaking, consumer education, health education,

physical education, and szudy skills. To insure that assessment is ongoing and up to date, CAPE will

continually evaluate the relevance of objectives and exercises and review the need for the development of

new subject areas. The committee then resolved one crif ism of assessment (others will be mentioned
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later): those conducting the assessment were in no way responsible to the public or to any public agency.
Bitter cries of "undemocratic" were heard from opponents of assessment. At this point, the Education
Commission of the States was called upon to assist in administration of the assessment. ECS is an alliance
of governors, state legislators, and education commissioners from 43 states and territories. Involvement of
this group also strengthened CAPE's position against the argument of national intrusion into state
education.

ECS and CAPE, then, have largely been responsible for final review and administration of assessment
exercises. They have tried to insure that adequate safeguards protected public interest and continually
tried to reassure a nervous community of educators and administrators that many fears were simply
without foundation.

A Review of the Controversy
Several groups have opposed national assessment; the most outspoken has been the American

Association of School Administrators (AASA). Fears have centered around three areas: 1) assessment is a
national testing program, 2) assessment would lead to a national curriculum, and 3) assessment would
stultify the curriculum. These concerns were identified very early in the development of national
,assessment; however, the controversy continued. As late as May 1967, AASA adopted a national resolution
encouraging members not to cooperate with the efforts of National Assessment. With the expansion of
ECAPE and CAPE, however, fears seemed to begin to dwindle. The following described the basic
arguments.

The first argument went like this: national assessment is a nation-wide testing program. Testing
programs have some undesirable side effects. For example, if the assessment objectives differ from local
objectives, either the teacher abandons the local objectives or the students do poorly on the tests. Also,
since teachers and schools wish to score well, there is a tendency to teach to the tests. This argument
indicates a lack of understanding of the testing procedure to be used. Not all districtslet alone all
studentstake the tests; only about one percent of the student population will be tested. And of those
who are tested, no one student will complete the entire exam in any one area. Further, because the
exercises that are made public will not be reused and because the tests are administered by private
companies, out of the hands of local educators, it would be impossible to teach to the tests.

The next concernthat a national curriculum will be generated by national assessmentcan be
explained away in several ways. First, schools basically have the same notions in mind: all wish to teach
student to read, to solve problems, to compute, to develop various skills and attitudes. These are common
aims, but differences exist in the methods used to reach these aims. National assessment in no way
measures the ways in which teachers or districts teach; it only determines how much students have
learned. Further, it should be recalled that educators, scholars, and lay people across the country were
involved to determine the objectives to be tested in national assessment. As mentioned earlier, each
objective had to meet three criteria:

I. Objectives must be accepted by scholars.
2. Objectives must be accepted by educators as something the schools should teach.
3. Objectives must be accepted by lay people as important for their children to learn.

Requiring such agreement should certainly yield a list that would be objectionable only to the most severe
critic; it would be reascnable to assume that such safeguards might produce a sterile set of objectives.
Finally, it should be noted that education is the responsibility of the states and no Federal machinery
exists to impose or regulate a national curriculum. National assessment plans simply to "tell it like it is"
and then let those who are responsible for change assume their responsibilities.

The third concernthat national assessment will yield a stultified curriculumalso was considered by
assessment planners. The fear was that the assessment project may not reflect changes over the years in
institutional methods and goals. To safeguard against such an eventuality, the ECAPE recommended a
review of objectives and exercises before each assessment. For example, citizenship will be tested in the
first set of exercises; before the second part of the cycle there must be a complete review of that segment
of assessment. It should be clear that assessment will be an on-going eValuation of what students know.

When the administration of assessment exercises began, the controversy had cooled to the point that
87 percent of the districts that were asked to participate did take part in the Assessment.
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what WiU Armament Report?
Now zhat the dust and feathers have settled (even AASA has cooperated), what will the assessment

program tell us that was not known before? The program is designed to produce "census-like" data on
educational achievement. As mentioned earlier, this simply means that we will be able to tell what
percentage of students know or can solve certain agreed-upon exercises. This kind of data has been called
the Groas Fducational Product: the analogy to the GNP of economics is clear. Here are some examples of
what win be reported from the Assessment of Citizenship:

Structure and Functions of Governments. The growth during the school years was demonstrated in
almost all categories. For example, asked for at least one good reason why senators and
represent.tives often try to vote the way the people in their districts want them to vote, 72 percent
of the 13-year-olds, 83 percent of the 17-year-olds and 81 percent of the adults gave an acceptable
answer, such as ".. . to be reelected," "so people will vote for them," or "they were elected to
represent the people."

In a multiple-choice question stating that Congress is made up of the House and one other body,
7(i percent of the I3-year-olds were able to name the Senate, but the percentages jumped to 91

percent and 92 percent for the 17-year-olds and young adults.

Eighty-three percent of the 9-year-olds knew that state governors are elected to their offices as
compared with 95 percent of the I 3-year-oldsbut only 59 percent of the younger group knew
that governors were elected by "the people" as compared with 48 percent of the 13-year-olds.

"Can Presidents of the U.S. do anything they want?" In the age-9 group, 49 percent correctly
stated there are limits to the Chief Executive's power as compared with correct answers from 73
percent of the 13-year-olds, 78 percent of the I 7-year-olds, and 89 percent of the adults.

Asked to give one acceptable reason why the President's power is limited, ony 18 percent of the
9-year-olds could do so. but 53 percent of the 13-year-olds, 68 percent of the 17-year-olds and
80 percent of the adults knew one or more reasons why there are limitations on the President.

One of the most serious aspeets of the adult findings was reflected in responses that indicated
that while 86 percent could give at least one way they could influence the action of the Federal
Government (by participating in politics, writing letters to their representatives, speaking out in
public meetings and similar actions ) the percentage of adults who thought they could influence
their state government was 61 percent.

Show Concern for the Weil-Being of Others. Some of the results of the tests for helpfulness and
tolerance were:

59 percent of the 9-year-olds and 82 percent of the I 3-year-olds reported ;hat they had helped
another boy or girl do something outside of school because he or she needec help within the

past year.

tits percent of the 13-year-olds, 72 percent of the 17-year-olds, and 73 percent of adults
reported they were aware of religious discrimination in the world.

I I percent of the adults reported that they belong to at least one organization opposing unequal

opportunitses for racial, religious, or foreign groups.

*rpm an Saimrsairms Ibrearrik Clarlitot Pubtiesnana. lac. 2 Arty 22, 1970, PP- 3-3-
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In addition to this basic information, certain comparisons can be made. For example, tests could
indicate that 90 percent of the 17-year-olds in the West know about land-grant colleges, but only 10
percent of the same age group who live in urban schools in the Northeast know anything about them.
Comparisons such as these can be made between any of the subdivisions that were mentioned earlier
(race, socioeconomic level, etc.).

As well as providing a basis for such comparisons, the assessment creates a base line that can be used
to judge and evaluate progress over a period of years. As is indicated in the table below, each of the
subject areas will be retested within a few years. The cyclical nature of assessment allows educators to
determine if learning and teaching are becoming more or less effective.

Analysis
Once the data have been collected, CAPE and ECS plan no formal analysis or interpretation of the

results. To publish an analysis, it is feared, would once again raise cries of national intrusion and control.
Present thinking is that data will be turned over to various subject-matter organizations, e.g., National
Council of Teachers of English, who will interpret the results and publish their fmdings. The first data
have appeared; the reports from the science and citizenship were published in July 1970.

Table 1

The time schedule of the National Assessment of Educational Progress was originally set up to cover
three subject areas each year and follow a three-year cycle. A recent policy change has been made, due to
the increased national emphasis on reading, and the following schedule is now in effect:

Cycle 1

1969-70 Science, Writing, Citizenship
1970-71 Reading, Literature
1971-72 Music, Social Studies
1972-73 Math, Science, Career and Occupational Development (COD)
1973-74 Reading, Writing, Listening and Speaking*
1974-75 Citizenship, Art, Consumer Education*

Cycle 2

1975-76 Math, Science, Health Education*
1976-77 Reading, Literature, Physical Education*
1977-78 Music, Social Studies, Study Skills*
1978-79 Math, Science, COD
1979-80 Reading, Writing, Listening and Speaking
1980-81 Citizenship, Art, Consumer Education

*These subject areas are new additions as of the scheduling change announced in November 1969. This
increases the number of subject areas in the assessment from 10 to 15.2

2"National Assessment of Educational Progress," CAPSULE, Counseling and Personnel Services, The University of Michigan
at Ann Arbor, Vol. 3, No. 2, Winter, 70, p. 6.
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What are the Implications for the State of Washington?
Basically, the reports of data collected will do very little for educators here in this stateor in any

state. Because the assessment does not report results state by state, there is no information available to
indicate exactly how the students in any particular state are doing. The New York Times criticized
assessment results as indicating nothing that was not known before. Such criticism is just to a great degree;
the assessment gives us no new yardstick to judge the quality of education according to the geographical
area basically responsible for the quality of educationthe states. It is inconceivable that we do not have
any kind of evaluation devices to indicate how the individual states are doing. It is likely that the reasons
for not having such an evaluative device are centered around the public outcry created by the assessment.
Probably those responsible for assessment became "gun shy" as a result of early criticism. However, all is
not lost. The most significant contribution of national assessment has been the development of testing
techniques and sampling procedure. Evidence indicates that several states are simply borrowing the
national program in total for an evaluation within those states. National assessment has provided the lead
and placed the responsibility for continued evaluation squarely on the shoulders of the people who
maintain control of the educational systemsthe states.

W. at then is in store for Washington?
It is time educators realized that what we do not know can hurt us. The state needs the information

provided by an assessment program to make more rational decisions concerning the direction of its
educational program. The Washington assessment not only should deal with the subject areas of the
national program, but in some way should !Tap to determine the future manpower needs of the state. It is
quite inefficient for the state to have twic, the number of teachers required and only half the number of
plumbers, electricians, and mechanics. The state assessment should be able to direct our energies and

resources to avoid such inefficiency. The state needs indicators not only of what people know, but of
what people need.

The state can learn from the national program. The national program failed to identify the results
from individual states; it would be ludicrous for the state to evaluate without reporting the results by
districts. The state needs to review its objectives and determine more precisely what its schools can and
should be doing; a review of the objectives used in the national program would be a start. A good deal of
attention needs to be paid to the affective domainhow the people think and feelas well as what they
know and can do. Basically, the state needs to fmd out what its schools are doing.

Regardless of whether the assessment is national or state-wide, to insure that any evaluation is
successful, there needs to be an extensive educational effort made to insure that those who see the results
can make some sense of them. The total worth of a program can be jeopardized by misleading statistics
and faulty reporting. The public, schools, educators, and specialists need to be aware that fears exist in
this process of evaluationit is a challenging business. But only when the educational system, on a
national or a state-wide basis, is accountable for and aware of its product, will there be opportunity for
significant increases in effectiveness.

Educators are indebted to Tyler and his cohorts for the beginnings of assessment. The responsibility
is now on the shoulders of the states to continue.
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PERFORM ANCE CONTRACTING ARRIVES ON THE EDUCATION SCENE

Few people would not deny the current call for accountability in education. Taxpayers and their
elected representatives at all levels are making demands on educators with a vigor seldom before
experienced. Educators have too long stressed educational input numbers of teachers, books, buildiny, ,
dollars, etc. "We have, as a nation, too long avoided thinking of the productivity of schools," said
President Nixon in his February 1970 message on education reform.

Much of the surfacmg dissatisfaction is in the area of Federal funds granted under the 1965
Elementary Secondary Education Act. According to a Title I report published jointly by the NAACP
Legal Defense Fund and the Washington Research Project, much of the Title I money has been "wasted,
diverted, or otherwise misused by the state and local school authorities." This feeling is becoming
increasingly widespread. Rep. Albert H. Quie (R. Minn.) stated recently "I think we're going to demand
accountability in education from now on in Congress."

Accountability in education has been developed and refined by Leon M. Lessinger, Associate
Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary Education at the U.S. Office of Education until January
1970, and presently Calloway Professor of Urban Education at Georgia State University. Lessinger
initiated the study now underway at USOE in which 86 bilingual (Title VII) and dropout-prevention (Title
VIII) projects are being fubjected to program audits. Program performance will now be audited not only
on a fiscal basis, as has been traditionally the case, but will also be monitored for success in meeting
previously established student-performance goals.

In his push for educational accountability from his USOE office, Lessinger attempted to apply the
performance contracting concept to accountability. As defmed by Lessinger, performance contracting is
an "educational engineering" process "whereby a school contracts with private firms, chosen
competitively, to remove educational deficiencies on a guaranteed performance basis or suffer penalties.
Without being told what program is to be used, the contractor is encouraged to innovate in a responsible
manner. Upon successful demonstration, the contractor's program is adopted by the school on a tumkeyi
basis." 2

In March of 1969, three school districts in Texarkana (Texas and Arkansas) were awarded a planning
grant by the U.S. Office of Education under the Dropout Prevention Amendment, Title VIII, of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The Texarkana School District subsequently contracted with
the Institute for Politics and Planning for management support and program planning assistance. The
performance contracting concept was introduced to the Texarkana project by Charles Blaschke, formerly
of the Institute for Politics and Planning, and now president of Education Turnkey Systems, Inc., of
Washington, D.C.

Approval of the Texarkana Dropout Prevention Program brought USOE funding of $270,000 for the
first phase with $250,000 more expected. The initial phase has two major operational components:

1. A contractor-operated Accelerated Learning Achievement Center, established to increase math,
reading, and study skills achievement on a guaranteed performance basis.

2. Programs will be developed for those students who drop out for other than educational reasons.
These programs are to be implemented in later phases of the program.

Against competition from 8 other firms with education interests (42 companies attended the bidder's
conference), Dorsett Educational Systems, Inc., of Norman, Oklahoma, was awarded the contract.
Dorsett, in its proposal to the school system, indicated a base figure of approximately $80 per grade-level

1"Turnkey" is a word borrowed from the housing industry. As a building program is developed and meets the performance
specifications, the contractor "turns the keys" over to the owner.

2Ron Schwartz, "AccountabilitySpecial Editorial Report," Nation's Schools 85, June 1970, p. 32.
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increase in math or reading in not more than 80 hours of instruction. If children fail to achieve the
stipulated grade levels in the stipulated time period according to the formula described in the proposal, the
company will suffer penalties. As an inducement to design highly efficient learning methods capable of
wide use in schools, not only is the educational company paid solely on demonstrated learning
achievement, but such payments are reduced if learning rates are lower than specified.

Dorsett's program is based on rationale which can be summarized in the following implementation
procedures:

1. Incentives for efficiency provided to the educator.
2. Management support to insure quality control and effective project management.
3. The use of instructional "program" components (e.g. , programmed material in math and reading

and audio-visual equipment) which will have worked elsewhere with similar students.
4. Initial and continuous program planning to predict future problems and opportunities, and to

insure effective implementation into the schools.
5. Credible demonstration effects, with procedures for local and national dissemination.

The Texarkana program has a number of unique features. In the six portable contractor-established
Rapid Learning Centers, a Dorsett-developed audio-visual teaching machine is used accompanied by other
self-instructional programmed materials. In order to motivate interest in students who have had few
academic successes, stamps are awarded for lessons successfully completed. Small transistor radios are
presented to students advancing one full grade level. The teacher's role is that of a "manager of learning,"
and in fact the professional staff are called Learning Center Managers.

The initial contract in the Texarkana Dropout Prevention Program calls for concentrated individual
instruction in math and reading to high school students who test at least two years below grade level. By
June of 1970, more than 300 students received the 80-hour program of daily two-hour sessions.

Preliminary post-tests have been encouraging for Dorsett. 59 students were tested by the
Independent Magnolia (Arkansas) Education Service Center; after only 60 of the prescribed 80 hours of
Rapid Learning Center instruction, students showed average increases of 2.2 grade levels in reading and 1.4
in math. However, as many as 32 percent of the tested pupils showed no progress or actually regressed.
Regardless of academic-level increases, the primary "dropout" objectives are being reached. Only one
student of the 301 participants having completed work in May has voluntarily dropped out of school.
Dropout figures continued at a much higher rate among other high school students. Unfortunately, the
project was not developed under stringent experimental-group control-group research design. This fact
may tend to decrease goal attainment credibility. However, in view of the apparent successes, phase two of
the Texarkana Dropout Prevention Program will "turnkey" into the elementary grades 4-6 in the fall of
1970.

While the Texarkana Dropout Prevention Program has received most widespread publicity, the San
Diego City schools have planned performance contracts with Educational Development Laboratory
(EDL), a subsidiary of I.B.M. Utilizing $1.4 million in Titles I and III funds, EDL will begin a guaranteed
reading program for 9,600 elementary students readirr below grade level. The "Listen, Look, Learn
System," costing $6,500 to $7,000 per lab, is to be EDL will train existing teachers rather than
operate a separate center. A nonperformance basis is used in the $780,000 SRA contract for 6,000
students in reading, language concepts, and arithmetic. However, these plans may be somewhat altered as
officials of Title III funding announced a shortage of money left in the fiscal 1970 budget. Again,
unfortunately, there are no plans to determine relative cost-effectiveness of the performance contracting
schemes to be used.

The Dallas Indepeimicsnt School District has called for performance contracting proposals to be
funded under Title VIII, ESEA (dropout prevention) focusing on math, reading and communications,
achievement motivation, and occupational training. The preliminary target population involves grades 9-12
and calls for the use of bilingual materials, since many potential dropouts are Mexican-Americans. In this
program, teachers will be allowed to compete with contractors for performance-contract projects.

A Detroit performance contracting program is awaiting USOE approval. The performance contract
approach will be developed concurrently with implementation of a USOE Education Professic.as
Development Act grant which pays for the training of administrators in systems analysis techniques.
Related to this program of output oriented planning and budgeting systems is Detroit's proposal to
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provide a low operating cost curriculum for ninth-grade math and reading components through

performance contracting.
A Portland, Oregon, Junior High School is rewarding teachers on the basis of students' performance.

Teams of teachers using Open Court guaranteed achievement curriculum materials are competing with

each other in reading programs. Participating teachers are given a stipend of $1,000 with additional
bonuses for the most successful teams. However, bonuses will be used by teachers to pay teacher aides and

procure supplementary materials. Team leaders are responsible for team performance; this reinforces the
bonus incentives.

During this experimental stage, several conflicts remain to be ironed out. Unreliability of pretests and

post-tests creates problems in the financial accounting. Learning retention, while discussed during the
earlier development, has not been written into any existing contract. Increased grade levels, as measured in

the Rapid Learning Centers, may not transfer back to traditional class situations. Cost-effectiveness studies

have been added to programs almost as an afterthought, thus hiding one of the "essential purposes of the
project as demonstration of a low labor-intensive system."

Notwithstanding these shortcomings, the Office of Economic Opportunity has launched a major

performance contracting project costing between $3.5 million and $5.5 million and involving 12,000 to

34,000 students. When school began in September, 1970 24 school districts were selected for
implementation of the approaches of 6 different companies. These companies will be held accountable for
their results by having an independent firm check out the students' achievements against nonexperimental
control groups. Although the Seattle Public Schools were selected for participation in this experimental
phase, certain teacher groups requested a meeting with the chief school officer in order to voice concern
and, apparently, opposition. District counsel assured these representatives that the performance contract
did not violate the negotiated contract, for the teacher-district contract contained specific approval of

ex perimentation.
At this point in the development of the performance contracting concept, programs have been

focused on learning situations eligible for receiving Federal funds. Wholesale acceptance of the concept as
a panacea for American education will depend on further, more careful research and experimentation.
Loyd Dorsett, of Dorsett Educational Systems, himself says, "Broadscale contracting with private industry
for the exclusive operation of schools, like the Job Corps contracts, would probably be unwise. But to
contract with business firms on a performance basis to install educational innovations in educational
procedures now appears useful."1 While Dorsett expresses conservative optimism, interest apparently
abounds. Educational journals have now grasped the performance contracting concept and are publishing

articles in increasing quantity.
Accountability will undoubtedly remain as an important concern of educators for some time. The

performance contracting concept, directly related to accountability, appears bounded only by the
imagination and interest of private enterprise and the constraints imposed by those who for real or
imagined concerns, view the whole concept as a "diabolical scheme."

1Stanle7 Elam, "The Age of Accountability Dawns in Texarkana," Phi Delta Kappan, June 1970, p. 514.
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RESOLUTION FROM THE 1970 AFT CONFERENCE
SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS

PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING

WHEREAS, the concept of performance contracting (under which a local school board turns over the

management of the learning process to a private industrial corporation), threatens to become a common
practice in U.S. education, and

WHEREAS, the Office of Economic Opportunity is spending $6.5 million in the current school year
to establish performance contracting plans in 21 school districts in the U.S., and

WHEREAS, performance contracting incorporates such dubious educational practices as merit-pay
incentives to teachers, overreliance upon standardized testing,and the utilization of teaching machines, and

such dokibtful incentives as "green stamps" and transistor radios to children, be it therefore

RESOLVED, that the AFT go on record as opposing any plan such as performance contracting which

1. Will take the determination of educational policy out of the hands of the public and place it in
the hands of private industrial entrepreneurs.

2. Threatens to establish a monopoly of education by big business.
3. Threatens to dehumanize the learning process.
4. Would sow distrust among teachers through a structured incentive program.
5. Promotes "teaching to the (standardized) test."
6. Subverts the collective bargaining process and reduces teacher input.
7. Is predicated on the assumption that educational achievement can be improved in the vacuum of

a machine-oriented classroom, without changing the wider environment of the poverty-stricken
child, and be it further

RESOLVED, that all AFT locals be urged to educate their members, boards of education, as well as

parent and community groups to the educationally negative aspects of performance contracting, and that
the AFT sponsor a major nation-wide campaign to oppose performance contracting.
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MANAGEMENT SYSTEM CONCEPTS RELATING TO

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

PREFACE
The intent of this report is twofold: 1) to survey the need for an educational management system in

the State of Washington and to provide the necessary related information materials to the educational
decision makers and the legislators; and 2) to propose a system for education management in the State of
Washington which would not necessarily be an "all-or-nothing" system.

The basic principle behind t'ae proposed management system is one of management by exception.
The building blocks of the system are, as they should be, objectives properly stated in measurable terms.

The use of indicators as flags for referral to syQtems that are functioning both well above and well below
acceptable standards appears to have merit.

The report is presented in four main sections. Section 1 contains an introduction, an example of a

problem which utilizes the principles ILL a Planning Programming Budgeting System (PPBS), and a glossary

of terms. Section 2 consists of a review and synthesis of the literature on PPBS and a comparison of the
PPBS activities presently ongoing in Washington State Public Schools. Section 3 contains the proposed
system with some discussion on the three levels available for consideration, assuming that the proposed
model is accepted in both concept and principle. Section 4 contains recommendations.

Section 1

Introduction
A tradition :las developed in the administration of public education which places primary emphasis

on inputs to the educational system and places only minor emphasis on outputs. For example, categories
of expenditures are specified, types of facilities are specified, and instructional materials (textbooks) are
specified. Limited provisions are made to obtain feedback as to the effects or consequences of input
utilization, and there is little incentive to modify input utilization, even if feedback were available.

At the same time, there is pressure from the public and from government agencies for educational
managers to become "accountable" for their stewardship of public funds. This concern for accountability
is not directed simply at assuring that salary money is used only for salaries and expenditures of
textbook funds are exclusively for textbooks. Instead, accountability is viewed as a process of explaining

the utilization of resources in terms of their contributions to the attainment of desired results.
In order for accountability to be possible, the tradition of accounting for inputs must be changed to

focus upon accounting for outputs. Furthermore, managers of local progxams must be given greater
control of their resources so that they can make decisions regarding variable uses of those resources to
attain desired results.

However, state officials are responsible ror managing the total state education system. The tradition
of managing inputs has developed through state efforts to protect the public welfare and improve the
quality of education. If the state is to give local managers greater control over resources, a system of

managing by outputs (or by objectives) must be devised so that relaxing control over inputs does not remove
state control from the educational ystem. If this should occur, the state government would be
derelict.

Hence a system is needed for gradually moving from management of inputs (with relationships to
outputs inferred) to a system of management which focises on outputs (and uses feedback from outputs

as the primary factor in modifying inputs). Such a system provides opportunities for local school districts

and local schools to exercise greater discretion, and at the same time makes the system more adaptable to

the needs of individuals and society.

The Traditional Budget and Its Deficiencies
A great deal of attention today is being directed towards new fiscal and financial management

techniques in education, It is necessary to find ou why; what is wrong with the old system?
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Levin (1969) has criticized the traditional educational budgeting procedure as follows:

1. The budget has been structured primarily as a device to facilitate fiscal accounting,
and secondarily to identify some broad functional programs.

2. The organizational structure of the budget, with its traditional and legalized
description and interpretation of categories1 has established the stk.reotyped models
currently employed as the basis for all stages of the budgetary process in local
schools.

3. There are inconsistencies in that the mtegories do not include all of the costs that
would be assumed from their descriptive titles. Segments of inherent components of
the function have been extracted and included under other categories, generally to
meet a special fiscal or other expediency.

4. Although most of the major categories are described as broad programs, they are
subdivided with primary concern for objects or expenditures, salaries, materials, and
others, rather than for meaningful subpropams.

5. The emphasis on objects rather than on programs in the budgetary process encourages
an automatic incremental approach to existing objects, rather than consideration of
the cost-output relationship of programs that are either in effect or proposed.

In short, the traditional budgeting practice in education does not emphasize: establishing priorities;
long-range planning: the identification of resources to outputs; selection of least-cost alternatives; evaluation
of program effectiveness; and accountability. "If we are going to plan the future, instead of planning for the
future, and effect the proper balance and results in education, educators must learn to cope with the problem
areas. train people, define terms, and make practical applications." (Mitchell, 1969).

It would appear from the research and first-hand discussions with key educators in the State of
Washington that the answer to the most of our educational budgeting problems lies in the establishment of a
PLANNED PROGRAM BUDGETING SYSTEM (PPBS).

Attempts to discern just what a PPB System is from reading the literature generally yield only
confusion. An alternative and perhaps a better way of grasping concept of PPBS, is first to work through
a simple example which utilizes the concepts and principles involved with PPBS. Once there is a practical
foundation from which to work, the research and literature in this field becomes much easier to
comp rehend.

One of the simplest examples of a PPB System to date is that outlined by Piele and Bunting (1969): 1
Mr. Smith needs some home repairs done: 1) the roof needs fixing, 2) a sand box has been promised the
children, 3) some shelves need to be built in the garage, and 4) the back yard needs fencing. He decides to
hire a contractor, provided he can do the work for $550 or less. However, the contractor's estimate is as
follows:

Wages: $300.00
Equipment rental: 60.00
Equipmeit upkeep: 10.00
Materials: 430.00

Total $800.00

Mr. Smith expects that after some bargaining, during which the contractor will knock a few dollars
off the wages, some more off the equipment rental and upkeep, and a little more off the supplies, an

1The example has been modified for this presentation.
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agreement nearer his figure will be reached. However, instead of bargaining the contractor simply states
that for $550 he can:

Fix the roof, build the sand box, and make shelves, or
BL Al the sand box, make shelves, and construct a fence, or
Fix the roof and construct a fence;

but he cannot:
Fix the roof, build the sand box, and construct a fence, or
Fix the roof, make shelves, and construct a fence.

When asked how he arrived at this position the contractor relates that, he was tired of arguing over
every estimate he submitted, and of all the extra paper work caused by the errors he was making trying to
calculate revisions. So he had decided to estimate costs by outputs rather than by inputs. That is, he tried
to figure out how much it would cost to fix the roof, build the sand box, make shelves, and construct a
fence rather than trying to estimate how far a given amount would go toward these jobs. In other words,
he estimated by program rather than by item. In Mr. Smith's case the estimate was as follows:

Table 1

A PROGRAM BUDGET FOR ASSORTED ODD JOBS

Item
Fix
Roof

Build
Sand Box

Make
Shelves

Construct
Fence Total

Wages $100 $ 50 $ 50 $100 $300

Equip. Rental 10 20 10 20 60

Equip. Upkeep 0 5 5 0 10

Materials 190 70 40 130 430

Total $300 $145 $105 $205 $800

The estimate is divided into four projects: fix the roof: $300.00; build a sand box: $145.00; make
shelves: $105.00; and construct a fence: $250.00. For $550.00 or less the contractor cannot complete all

these projects, nor can h, eliminate any of the items. Suppose, for example, to save a few dollars, he were
to cut down on equipment rental; the lack of power machinery, for instance, would increase the labor
costs and thus result in still further expense.

Thus, the contractor has broken the problem down into four tasks, has itemized the resources by
project which wouid be required as inputs, and then has costed the projects out. Furthermore, he will not
negotiate and cut his costs to fit Mr. Smith's. Thus. Mr. Smith is left with clear-cut alternatives available to
hiir he has only to set some priorities and make his decision.
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Planned-Program Budgeting Systems and Program Budgeting
Be aware, the terms PPBS and PB are not necessarily synonymous. Properly speaking, the term PB is

limited to budgeting without explicit provision for the systematic analysis and multiyear perspective of
PPBS. PB is actually a budget whose parts are displayed in an objective-oriented program structure,
whereas PPBS is more comprehensive, implying the combination of a number of individual functions and
techniques into an integrated package. PPBS then involves the sysrematic application of this package to
the total system and its management.

The following glossary of terms has been provided to assist the users of this text in comprehending
the concepts researched and discussed throughout the remainder of the document. No attempt has been
made to cite the source of each description, but many of the terms were extracted in part from the
following two sources:

Harry J. Hartley, Educational Planning-Programming-Budgeting, A Systems Approach (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1969).

"Planning-Programming Budgeting and Systems Analysis Glossary" (Washington, D.C.: U.S. General
Accounting Office, January, 1967).

4 ai"-



GLOSSARY

Activities
While program categories or program subcategories express objective, activities are the means of

achieving these objectives.
Alternatives

Possible means of achieving objectives. Alternatives are evaluated in terms of costs as related to
outputs. Additional consideration includes the time required for implementing each alternative and
the uncertainties inherent in selecting any one alternative.

Alternative Means
Two or more different approaches to solving a problem or achieving an objective.

Appropriation
An allocation of funds made by a governing authority for specified purposes and often restricted as
to the time when it may be expended.

Behavioral Objective
State of instructional objectives in behavioral terms. The exact behavior expected of the successful
learner under certain conditions of performance is carefully spelled out so that achievement can be
measured. The desired outcome for every component unit is carefully defined in behavioral terms.

Benefit-Cost Ratio
An economic indicator of efficiency computed by dividing benefits by costs. Usually both the
annualized benefit stream and the cost stream are discounted so that the ratio reflects efficiency in

terms of the present value (q.v.) o future benefits and costs.
Budgetary Process

Continuous activity comprised of planning, formulation of a budget document, interpretation,
presentation to the approving authority, formal adoption, fiscal administration, and appraisal.

Budget Document
A written statement of an estimate or plan describing expenditures and revenues for financing an
organization's entire program for a specified time period, usually one year. Most commonly, the
fiscal year begins July I , and ends June 30, and at the termination of the defined period, technically
the Sudget no longer exists other than as a historical document.

Budgeting
The evaluation, selection, and translation of the proposed programs into the budget. The budget is
the final definition of program estimates prior to review by the legislature; the activity through which

funds are requested, appropriated, apportioned, and accounted for.
Component

Level of program subordinate to element level and above task level.
Constraints

Conditions both from within and without the system which limit the level and/or mode of operations.
Constraints include time, political considerations, available manpower capabilities, and available
revenue.

Cost Benefit Analysis
The process by which costs and benefits associated with program outputs are related and studied by
the decision maker in the determination of priorities and the allocation of resources. Comparative
data may be developed by the traditional cost analysis procedures or by the use of sophisticated
quantitative analysis techniques.

Cost Center
The organizational unit, segment of a unit, or machine, which is the smallest component lf a
program for which costs are recorded and used in planning, programming and budgeting. It may or
may not be identical with the responsiblility center.

Cost Effectiveness Analysis
A way of looking at a program to determine efficiency in utilizing resources to attain the desired
objectk.e. It has to d..) with the manner in which the resources are employed to achieve optimum
efficiency; a determination as to the best possible combination of resource items; the most
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appropriate managerial processes; and the best mix ol skills, disciplines, etc., required to achieve
efficiency without disturbing the impact or altering the end objective (the output).

CostsSpecific Resources
Specific resources (inputs) required to achieve a given output.

Criterion
A standard on which a judgment or decision may be based. In PPBS, a program criterion is a standard
which can be expressed quantitatively to measure progress (in terms of time, cost and performance)
in attaining program objectives; often synonymous with "measure of effectiveness."

Crosswalk
A process of analysis in program budgeting whereby, if the program structure used for resource
allocation differs from that of the formal budget. the cost elements of a program may be identified or
traced into the budget orl ice versa so as to assure that program planning decisions and the formal budget
are compatible. Also the piocess whereby cost elements included in a program structure may be recast
into a budget for an organizational structure (work activity responsibility centers), or vice versa. The
technical vehicle for this translation is the "program budget code."

Data
A group of facts or statistics; to be distinguished from information.

Decision
A choice made between. alternative courses of action on tilc basis of the best possible knowledge of
the costs and benefits associated with each.

Diminishing Marginal Utility
The principle which states that as the rate of consumption of a good is increased, a point is reached
where additional units provide less and less utility.

Diminishing Ret irns (Variable Proportions), Law of
The economic principle which states that as there is an increase in the quantity of other inputs, the
marginal productivity of the variable output must eventually decline. For example, additions of
capital to a fixed quantity of labor may result in an increase in output, but subsequently, the
marginal output and then the average output associated with the variable input (capital) will begin to
drop.

Direct Costs
Actual or budgetary costs that may be charged directly to, or prorated as a part of the cost of a
program, service, function, or department. They are eliminated if a program is eliminated, or added
if a program is added.

Effectiveness
The performance or output received from an approach or a program. Ideally, it is a quantitative
measure which can be used to evaluate the level of performance in relation to some standard, set of
criteria, or end objective.

Evaluation
Comparison of desired outcomes or objectives with actual accomplishments; based upon educational
performance indicators, such as indices that measure changes in pupil cognitive development.

Fixed Costs
Costs that are constant and do not change with minor variations in the level of output. Fixed costs
are normally associated with such expenditures as heat, light, insurance premiums, etc.

Function-Object Budget
At present, widely used by local public schools to identify costs under a number of broadly defined
fuction and object categories such as administration, instruction, debt service, and plant
maintenance. Emphasis is upon objects of expense rather than programs of the school.

Goal
A broad direction, general purpose, or intent. A goal is general and timeless and is not concerned
with a particalar achievement within a specified time period.

Hierarchy (hierarchical structure)
A manner of grouping words or other information structures, or an instance thereof, whereby the
elements or their referents are defined as being contained in one and only one higher order
information element.
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Incremental Costing
A cost analysis approach which starts with an existing capability with an existing resource base and
seeks to determine how many additional resources are needed to acquire some ipccific additional
capability, or conversely, how much additional effectiveness will result from some additional
expenditure. Sunken costs are not included, and inherited assets are not costed. The method is an
application of the economic concept of marginal analysis and is frequently used in justifying fund
requests when incremental budgeting is applicable.

Indirect Costs
Actual or budgetary costs that are not readily identified with a specific program, service function, or
department, and are seldom completely eliminated if a program is eliminated.

Information
The relation of facts and statistics (data) in some logical form to provide insight and understanding

on a specific question, function, or problem.
Input

Resourceshuman, financial, material, and time that are used to achieve an objective.
Input-Output Analysis

An economic technique designed to examine the effect of changes in certain input variables to the
outcome or output. variables of the system under study; a form of systems analysis. Inputs are the
resources employed to achieve objectives. Outputs are the products of a program, often expressed

numerically.
Interface

An area of interaction existing between two systems' activities, agencies, or components thereof.

Joint Cost
The common cost of facilities or services employed in the output of two or more simultaneously

produced or otherwise related operations, commodities, or services.
Marginal Cost

The total cost of producing one or more units of a service in addition to a given baseline.

Management Information System (MIS)
Integrates the dynamic functions of an organization such as instruction, personnel, and finance, and
provides computer-aided systems of information control for administrators. It may be a reporting

system or a decision making system, depending on the level of application.
Model

A schematic representation of the relationships that define a situation under study. A model may be
mathematical equations, computer programs, or any other type of representation, ranging from

verbal statements to physical objects. Models permit the relatively simple manipulation of variables

to determine how a process, object, or concept would behave in different situations.
Objective

Purpose to be achieved, aim, target, or end of action. In PPBS, a program objective is a statement of
specific accomplishments, to be attained during a given time period, expressed in quantitative and
qualitative terms to the extent feasible.

Operating Budget
That part of the total budget of a school system which contains instructional and related costs. It
does not include capital outlay, debt service, transportation, and other similar costs, and is defined

differently from state to state.
Opportunity Costs

The financial value of opportunities which are foregone by selecting a certain course of action over
another approach. An opportunity cost may be identified in terms of other benefits that might have

been gained from investing public money in another program.
Output

The result(s) or end prod .ct(s) that should occur when resources or inputs are used through a
strategy (usually a program) to achieve a specified objective. Optimum performance is achieved when

actual output equals or surpasses the objective.
Performance Budget

Used to evaluate work-cost data in terms of unit work measures; the forerunner of the program
budget. Performance budget led to the introduction of activity classifications and evolved in the era

of scientific management. It provides numerous work-load statistics, but does not aid greatly in
planning future courses of action.
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Planning and Programming
These terms are generally considered as aspects of same process differing only in emphasis. Planning
is the production of the range of meaningful potentials for the selection of courses of action through
a systematic consideration of alternatives. Programming is the more specific determination of the
manpower, material, and facilities necessary for accomplishing a program.

Planned Program Budgeting System (PPBS)
A conceptual approach to decision making; emphasizes outputs, program activities, and
accomplishment relative to predetermined objectives, long-range planning, economic rationality, and
systems analysis for decision making.

Program
A group of interdependent, closely related services or activities possessing, or contributing to, a
common objective or set of allied objectives; a package of subprograms, supplements, components,
tasks, and activi, s.

Program Accounts
An accounting structure which records and reports costs on the basis of program structures.

Program Analysis
The process of evaluating the inputs, costs, and resources required of a program or programs, and
evaluating the outputs, the service, the benefits, and the payoffs.

Program Budget
A plan for the allocation of funds to programs for a specified time period to align financial resources
with objectives of programs. A budget wherein expenditures are based primarily on programs of work
and secondarily on character and object. A program budget is a transitional type of budget between
the traditional character and object budget, on the one hand, and the performance budget, on the
oth _T.

Program Category (Major Program Area)
The first major subdivision of a program. Like a program, the program category is expressed in terms
of desired outputs.

Program Codes
Programs are coded by account number to facilitate the collection of program data costs and
statistics in a format consistent with the nrogram structure. These data are usz:d to control program
expenditures, evaluate program effectiveness in terms of state objectives, and to analyze the
cost-effectiveness of alternative programs.

Program Costs
Costs which are incurred and allocated by programs rather than by organizations. Program costs
should be those direct and allocated costs that are essential to maintain the program.

Program Memoranda
A summary document of all pertinent technical, economic, and political data to provide a basis for
program decision making.

Program Structure
1. The arrangement of interdependent parts in a pattern of organization to establish a hierarchy of

program.
2. The set of program categories, arrayed in a hierarchy, which express the purposes of programs.

Proration of Costs
The distribution of costs to two or more program areas in proportion to the benefits provided. The
basis for proration may be a formula or some other arbitrarily determined procedure.

Spillover
An economy or diseconomy for which no compensation is given (by the beneficiary) or received (by
the loser). Spillover is sometimes synonymous with externality and with external economy or
external diseconomy.

Subelement
Level of program subordinate to element level and above component level.

Sunk Costs
Costs which have been incurred and cannot be retrieved.



Systems Analysis
A systematic, explicit analytical process whereby a number of variables and coretraints are
manipulated ;n a manner that will generate maximum number of alternatives for consideration of the

decision maker. The process involves the use of sophisticated mathematical and statistical techniques
(and may involve model building, simulation, and data reduction utilizing computers).

Target Group
A group within the general population toward which a program is aimed or on which it has a
significant impact. (The University School target groups are the various achievement levels found in
the student population, i.e., college capable, slow learner.)

Task
Level of program sul.:=ordinate to component and above activity. (The University School model has
made Task its lowest level and it is used only in the Primary Division.)

Trade-Off Analysis
A form of analysis designed to optimize the level of effectiveness by comparing alternative
configurations of the components within a given program and, possibly, the choice between
alternative programs for achieving a given level of effectiveness.

Utility
In economics, the real or fancied ability of a good or service to satisfy a human want. Usually
synonymous with satisfation, pleasure, or benefit. See also: Marginal Utility.

Variable
A quantity that may increase or decrease without other essential changes.

Variable Costs
Costs that normally vary with the level of output. Variable costs are associated with such
expenditures as materials, supplies, nonadministrative salaries, etc.
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Section 2

REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

A Synthesis of PPBS Literature
The PPBS technique, which was developed by the Rand Corporation and installed in the Department

of Defense in 1961 does not offer its users a panacea. It does, however, entail some of the following
concepts which would greatly enhance educational management and decision making regarding allocation
of resources: 1) Up-to-uate relevant information; 2) a process for establishing equational priorities; 3)
long-range planning; 4) specifically stated objectives; 5) consideration of optimal resource allocation as
opposed to simply allocating educational resources until there are none; 6) identification of resources with
specific educational programs; 7) quantitative methods of analysis; 8) planning for future needs; 9)
flexible planning methods; 10) ability to show least-cost alternatives; and 11) cost-benefit information
regarding educational decisions and/or programs.

In its simplest sense, PPBS is merely a structured procedure for policy determination which
emphasizes outputs, program activities, accomplishments, long-range planning, analytic evaluative tools,
and economic rationality. As mentioned above, it does not offer a panacea, although it may appear to do
so to the unprepared reader.

The most conclusive and comprehensive study regarding PB to date is probably that conducted by
Hill and Mattox (1967). These two researchers solicited responses from educational personnel currently
involved in the develupment ane/or use of a PB System. Table 2 contains a general description of the
1-1111-Mattox sample. The inajor findings of this study are summarized in Table 3.

TABLE 2
THE HML-MATTOX SAMPLE

Questionnaire 1 Interviews 2

Sent Returned Location Number Location

42 35 Calif. school district 7 Large Caiif. districts:
23 13 Non-Calif, school district Sacramento, Berkeley,
99 42 county, city, state,

Federal, large business
offic es

San Bernadino, Oakland,
Anony. , Palo Alto, San
Diego

Large districts: New York
City, Philadelphia,
Pittsburgh, Chicago

n d Mattox, p. 224ff.
2Ihid.,p. 121ff.
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Aims of PPBS
The general aim of a PPB System is to help management make more rational choices involving the

allocation of resources among alternative ways to achieve objectives. The Bureau of Budgets' statement of
of the aims of a PPB System which is as follows:

1. Make available to top management more concrete and specific data relevant to broad
decisions.

2. Spell out more definitely the objectives of government programs.
3. Analyze systematically alternative government programs for meeting those objectives.
4. Evaluate thoroughly and compare the benefits and costs of programs.
5. Project total rather than partial cost estimates of programs.
6. Present on a multiyear basis the prospective costs and accomplishments of programs,

thus lengthening the time horizon of budget review.
7. Review objectives and conduct program analyses on a continuing year-round basis.

(Goodman, 1969)

Smithies (1964) lists the following three objectives of a PPB System:

1. To make the budget a more useful and precise instrument for planning, appropriation,
administration, and control.

2. To contribute to broader public understanding of the allocation and use of public
funds.

3. To facilitate economic analysis, forecasting, and planning in both the private and
public sector.

Some Commonly-Held Misconceptions about a PPB System
As the reader was cautioned earlier, PPBS does not offer a solution to all of our educational

problems. On the contrary, it may not offer any solutions, but instead may greatly increase those existing
problems while adding further financial burdens upon the educational management system. These negative
results will probably occur if the user believes that PPBS is:

1. A substitute for the experience of the decision maker.
2. Capable of decision making by computer.
3. Limited to budgeting and cost accounting.
4. Merely an effort to reduce public spending. 1 (Banghart, 1969)

As such. PPBS does not imply reduction in the number of decision makers; it relies greatly on the
judgment of state educators, administrators, and teachers.

A PPB System is a management tool which forces answers to the following questions:

1. What is the social or economic problem we are attempting to solve? What is our objective?
2. How can the problem best be solved? How can we attain our objective?
3. What are the alternative ways of reaching the objective?
4. What resuits do we expect to achieve?
5. How do we measure these results?
6. What will the program cost this year? What will it cost in future years?
7. How shall we pay for it?

PPBS is in essence an integrated management system; it emphasizes continual planning. The above
questions are never considered fully answered, as the process is iterative. Ends become means to bigger
ends, and so on.

1 PPBS is neutral on the issue of cost reduction. (Hartley, 1969)
450



Components of a PPB System
Recently, Henry Rowan (1968) listed the essential aspects of a PPB system as being:

1. Careful specification and systematic ana3ysis of objectives.
2. Search for relevant alternative means of attaining the objectives. (Only feasible

alternatives are considered.)
3. Estimates total costs of each alternative (initial and future).
4. Estimates effectiveness of each alternative and determines probability of satisfying

the objective.
5. Comparison and analysis of alternatives.
6. Choice of alternatives that promise greatest effectiveness for given resources, in

achieving the objective.

What is new in PPBS is the emphasis upon the identification of organizational objectives
and what should be done about them; the use of a multiyear program which is arranged to show

how resources are being used to attain organizational goals and objectives over an extended time

frame (typically, five years); consideration of alternative courses of action; the extensive use of
quantitative analysis; and the integration of all thesc, to achieve more decisions that are optimal
for the organization as a whole. (Young, 1068)

Ways of Reducing the Problems Associated with a PPB System
The Hill and Mattox study discussed earlier mentioned disadvantages which can be associated with

PPB System. Some of these were:

1. The need for better trained personnel.
2. The increased length and volume of budget documents.
3. The increased amount of data which has to be gathered and stored.
4. The increased number of reports to be prepared.
5. The increased cost of developing software and maintaining the system.

Young, at a conference for the Association of School Business Officials of the United States and

Cana Ja (1968) stated four ways of correcting some of the above stated problems associated with a PPB

System:

1. Consolidation of school districts.
2. Smaller counties may, on a joint project, employ a highly trained educational

consultant to assist them.
3. Establish computer centers o or the state.
4. Personnel working in the area a school business management should be certified by

the State Department of Education the same as instructional personnel. (Young,

1968)

Whether PPBS as reviewed in this report is the answer (or partial answer) to Washington State's

problems remains to be seen. It may be helpful in considering the material which follows to keep in mind

the synthesis outlined below:

1. PPBS appears to offer school districts the following benefits:
a. Allows visibility of total cost of current program(s).
b. Sharpens decisions with regard to alternative programs.
c. Strengthens grass-roots policy role.
d. Provides standardized presentation of recommendations for new programs:

1. Personnel
2. Equipmen t
3. Supplies
4. Facilities

e. Provides continuing feedback for program justification and improvement.
f. Involves the teacher in the decision-making process.
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2. While PPBS has much potential for improving school management, there are inherent
dangers. The dangers have been described in the following manner:

PPBS can be misused.
a. The fact that numbers and possibly advanced technical procedures are used

does not automatically lead to valid results. Poor data, incorrectly used
data, and even purposely manipulated data can occur.

b. As with most formal systems and procedures, there is the danger that the
PPB System will begin to be treated as an end in itself and not simply a
means to provide better information to decision makers. An overly rigid set
of procedures and rules for the system can result in problems which PPBS
should avoid. For example, PPBS is intended to encourage new ideas and
innovations: analysis organizations which are permitted to become too
insulated from operational personnel may cause a reduction of the flow of
ideas.

c. Also, a tendency in the operation of PPBS is to delay final decisions until
substanti./e information is made available. Realistic, timely scheduling of
the analytis process is needed to avoid inadvisable delays in decision
making.

d. Finally, there is the danger that too many decisions on "minor" issues,
decisions which should appropriately be made at lower levels of the
government, may revert to the top levels. This will adversely affect agency
initiative and administrative efficiency. (Hartley, 1969).

3. Appendix A has an example of a PPBS for a K-12 system that also includes
community services.

A recent report from Harry Ross's Office of Management Systems, a branch office within the office
of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, recorded the PPB System activities in the 1969-71
biennium as consisting of six projects or activities:

1. Formation of a state-wide policy committee on PPBES made up of school
administrators, school business officials, school directors, and state office
representatives to provide policy and direction in development and implementation of
PPBES.

2. Conducted two regional meetings for school administrators for orientation to PPBES
concepts.

3. Sponsored and organized a workshop with the University of Washington Continuing
Education and Adult Education Center for training in PPBES concepts.

4. Conducted and sponsored one limited PPBES project in Pullman School District and
an extensive pilot project in Shoreline School District supported by Title V. ESEA
funds.

5. Coordinated work with National Association of School Business Officials on PPBES
developme nt.

6. Conducted internal orientation to PPBES for state office staff. (SPI)

The pilot projects referred to in activity 4 and three additional PPBS pilot projcts in the State of
Washington are discussed and analyzed in the succeeding pages.

Summary Analysis of Progress to Date on Implementing PPBS
Local school districts in the State of Washington have been involved in developing and implementing

PPB systems since July 1968. Initial impetus to the implementation of PPBS was provided by SPI and
funded by a grant under Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to two local school
districts, Pullman and Shoreline. In addition, the Seattle, Kent, and Bellevue school districts have begun
experimentation without outside funding. The office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction has
financed several state-wide in-service programs to provide a general orientation on PPBS.

Each district has begun implementation from a different starting point. Each district has experienced
progress, but no district at this time could be considered to have completed implementation of the PPBS
system. The selection of a starting point, whether in the financial or instructional area, did not appear to
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be critical; however, the greatest success in implementation has usually occurred when both the business
and instructional divisions of the school districts have been mutually involved in developing a total system

on a simultaneous basis.
Below are listed the strengths and weaknesses observed in initial implementation by Washington school

districts; these are present to a greater and lesser degree in all the above districts:
Present weakness in implementation; the following are contributing factors where limited

success has been achieved:

1. Lack of continued impetus in development of the total system.
2. Disjointed efforts by different divisions within the district.
3. Lack of a total district plan and over-all state guidelines.
4. Lack of prior training of staff in systems and management concepts.
5. Lack of historical cost and statistical data by course and curriculum areas.
6. Insufficient staff to perform planning, design, and coordination of PPBS tasks.
7. Failure of admirdstrative personnel to understand the total system and goals of the PPBS

process.
8. Lack of adequate funding from the state.

Present strengths in implementation; the following attributes appear to be the strengths which
have contributed to successful progress and implementation:

I. Total commitment of the dis trict staff and board of directors.
2. Strong leadership by the supe.-intendent and assistant superintendents'.
3. Equal involvement of the instruction and business divisions.
4. Teamwork approach between divisions in achieving common goals.
5. Continuing in-service training of management and staff.
6. All evolutionary development with an acceptance by staff of some failures.
7. Democratic organization and participation in development of the system.
8. Democratic budgeting with programs developed from the lowest level of the organization.
9. Willingness and ability of district to invest local funds.

10. Access or availability of computer personnel and facilities.
11. Patience to experiment and learn over a five-year period.
12. Support by the Office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Discussion of Present Implementation Progress
The development of PPBS during these early stages has been an experimenting and pioneering

project. As with any pioneering project, different approaches have been taken by these districts based
upon individual priorities and uniqueness of organizations. The following is a discussion of the philosophy

of implementations developed by the several districts:

Pullman School District
Under their grant, Pullman School District elected to develop objectives at the school level. This

project was supervised and directed through the graduate school at Washington State University. Major
emphasis was placed on development of objectives at an elementary school for the physical education and
health programs.

The Pullman School District was selected as the site for a study because it is an example of one of the
smaller first-class school districts within the State of Washington, and because it is near Washington State
University, the home base of the investigators.

The following is the plan of implementation followed by Pullman School District:

1. The Pullman School District Board approved the request of the investigators graduate school at
Washington State University to utilize the school district for the study in July 1968. This
request was made by the investigators following confirmation of commitment of resources by
the superintendent.

2. The superintendent appointed a Central Planning Group. At first the group appointed was453 41Z)



administratively oriented. Subsequently the committee was changed to much broader based
planning group including teachers and representing fairly evenly all of the schools of the district.
Twelve persons comprised the Central Planning Group and it was chaired by the district
curriculum director.

3. The functions of the Central Planning Group were delineated as follows:
a. To recommend an appropriate program structure to the superintendent and to the district

board.
b. To recommend an area of program focus for developing objectives, building alternatives for

the programs, and designing an evaluation model.
c. To recommend the appointment of the necessary speclalist committees which would write

objectives and build program alternatives.
d. To develop and recommend goals for the school district.
e. To assess the objectives and alternative programs, and to recommend further areas of study

to the superintendent.
4. Shortly thereafter, an administrator was appoint,A to coordinate the efforts in PPB for the

school district.
5. The Central Planning Group recommended the initial focus of PPB be in the areas of health and

physical education.
6. With the selection of a program structure, the investigators completed an historical analysis of

the current year (1968-69) budget.
7. The historical analysis was completed by making an inventory of teacher time spent in actual

programs, and prorating materials and supplies purchased for various programs.
8. The superintendent issued a policy objective to implement a health and physical education pilot

program in the Sunnyside Elementary School and to develop alternative programs to design and
evaluation process.

9. A group of five teachers under the direction of the Sunnyside Elementary School principal
developed objectives and alternative program proposals in health and physical education.

10. The investigators developed a PFP (Program Financial Plan) for three category levelsbase
element level, program subcategory level, and the program level. (See Appendix A for these
three documents and detailed explanation.)

Kent School District
Kent selected management training in objectives for all district administrative personnel as the

beginning point for its PPBS. Numerous training courses were conducted by the Assistant Superintendent
for Program Evaluation to develop expertise in management techniques. They entiltled this project as
"Objective Systems." Training included objective costing task analysis, development of alternatives,
evaluation of outcome of learning and work actions.

The training program was the first stage of development in an over-all plan for implementation of
PPBS. Training began December 1, 1966 with an ending target date of June 1, 1973. Content of these
courses included a taxonomy, levels of knowledge, comprehension, application, and analysis of
performance objectives relating to the synthesis of systematic program writing. By June 1, 1973 all staff
members were scheduled to participate in evaluation of programs that they had written and implemented,
utilizing behavioral performance objectives, mission, function, and task analysis and symphysis. This
would include approximately 725 staff members. The financial aspects of PPBS were not ignored;
however, their implementation priority specified that management and staff must first be competent in
the objective phases before developing program structure and financial and budgeting reporting. Recent
financial difficulties experienced by the Kent School District have resulted in some delays in continuing
implementation of this training program.

The following is the implementation schedule contained in the Kent School District "Managing Your
Environment for Results" training guidelines:

The 1967-69 schedule
The superintendent and his cabinet were trained in 1967-68 to write objectives relating to the

"Principles of the Board," and in 1968-69 were trained in components of mission and function
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analysis and synthesis. They were also tiained in management by total objectives. Their objectives
were published in the fall of 1968.

Principals, directors, coordinators, and supervisors were trained to write behavioral/
performance objectives in 1968-69 and all but ;hose in the curriculum development division were
trained in management by total objectives in 1968-69. While some had previously written objectives
and programs, all will have written three performance objectives before June of 1969.

Classroom teachers, special staff and certain administrators were trained in writing behavioral
objectives in 1968-69 and each would have written a minimum of three such objectives before June
of 1969.

Well over 725 staff members would have written behavioral/performance objectives prior to the
onset of summer i 969.

The 1969-70 schedule
By August of 1969 the superintendent and cabinet will have been trained in

mission/function/task and methods and means analysis and synthesis to the extent that they will
rewrite policies and develop procedures and will train subordinate administrators to do the same in
August.

Two one-week training events will be held in August of 1969. Early in that month there will be
a week of training for communications consultants (previously trained two weeks in June by
C.A.S.E.A.), secondary school chairmen and new administrators in "Objectives Systems." Following
that event there will be a full week of training for administrators in mission/function/task methods
and means analysis and synthesis.

Administrators will train their staff members in these program writing components and by June
of 1970, all professional staff members will have outlined a procedures manual pertaining to their
jobs. The affective and psychomotor domains will be added in emphasis to the cognitive domain.

The 1970-72 schedule
Application of the program procedures will be encouraged. More sophisticated analysis

components, such as research, group testing, child development, and "best practices" (state of the
art) will be accelerated in their introduction. Synthesis will follow in writing programs containing
these components.

The 1972-73 schedule
Evaluation of the written programs will be part of the management loop in which program

writers will participate. Cyclical aspects of staff development will mean that some quality control
evaluation by the district evaluator will be in progress in 1969-70, but all programs will be in this
state of readiness by June 1,1973. Diagnosis, prescription, and related teaching for each child will be
in effect by this date.

Seattle School District
Seattle's approach centered on developing the management decision-making process on a selected

program-oriented basis. Activity in this area mainly has been restricted to the central office administration

personnel.
Seattle's financial reporting and budgeting system is considerably more sophisticated than the average

system in the state. Therefore, it has utilized this reporting system to aid in gathering PPBS costs.

However, at this time it has not developed a formal PPBS program structure. The size of the district has
dictated the strategy for implementation which empasizes management by objectives with informal
training through the American Management Association.

Special projects as they reach the administrative level have been handled or analy?ed using PPBS

techniques. This approach results in on-the-job training for management rather than broad formal training
sessions for the complete staff.
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Belksoc School District
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the olordinators. Accountability and responsibility for program budgets have been assigned at the
operating level with detail cost .tlid budget reports submitted b!. the business office to all responsibility
area',

Shoreline School District
Shorelmc stressed development of the financial aspects of PPBS and had elected to develop initially a

program structure to accomplish budgeting. accounting. and reporting on a PPBS basis for their final
budget and fiscal operations for the 1969-70 school year. Their accounting structure was completely
II:VISA:A: a neW coding strUcture was used in lieu of the state coding structure. The 1969-70 final budget.
1970-71 preliminary and final budgets were prepared and published using a PPBS program structure.
Initially objectives and evaluation were restricted to one pilot area, music. Subsequent to the
experimentation in the music program, behavioral objectives have been prepared by staff in the other
curriculum areas.

Shoreline's philosophy of implementation was based on a review of the total curriculum offerings in
the district. Using PPBS to return the budget to a zero balance cach year and reformulate it was discarded
as impractical. however, an thventory of all educational activities was advocated. This would be achieved
through the compiling of salary costs, staff count, and student enrollment information, and is seen as a
practical method to analyze realistically present programs accounting for 98 percent of the annual
budgeted expenditures. The Shoreline "inventory" and review plan the following:tests for significant
differences in cost benefit ratios; a comparison of objectives and criteria where differences do exist, and
resolution of differences when appropriate by involvement of staff and management.

Management of the activities in a designated time span was accomplished by breaking the project into
phases. Thcse phases should be considered the plan of implementation in the school district. A phase is
defined by the specific tasks which are to be accomplished during the phase:

Phase I
I. Develop cost reporting and budgeting system based on acceptable program structure.
2. Modify present financial reporting system and develop format for new management reports.
3. Define instructional programs at level C for the music program.
4. Utilize music program as a pilot for development of other curricular areas in level C.
5. Define all instructional programs at level C.
6. Determine personnel and student ratios for present level C subprograms.
7. Establish objectives for present level C subprograms.
8. Prepare budgeting procedures for implementation of an automated preparation of the budget.

Phase 2
I. Analyze present level C subprograms and determine areas for more intensive research and

systems analysis.
2. Provide format for accounting and budgeting level C subprograms in budgets (internal reporting

only).
3. Develop objectives for level C subprogram areas.
4. Report expenditures by selected level C categories.
5. Develop management information system for reporting costs and statistical information to

management on subprograms.
6. Analyze selected existing subprograms and prepare alternative subprograms to meet objectives.
7. Continue training of staff in PPBS management concept results.
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Phase 3
I. Continue to develop skills in preparing level C subprograms for management decisions.
2. Conduct follow-ups on results of level C budgeting to ascertain if programs have met objectives

previously approved and included in the budget.
Included in Appendix C arc guidelines used in developing the Shoreline system. entitled "Principles

of Design." and a copy of the program structure definition, coding, and the detail program structure
which lists the codes and titles of each category contained in the PPBS program structure.



Section 3

PROPOSED MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

This section begins with a breakdown of the three levels of Management Information Systems (MIS)

which are discussed throughout the remainder of this document. This is followed by senate resolution

1970-EX2I , which is followed by the proposed MIS referred to as level I. Management Information

Systems of level 2 and level 3 nature are discussed, in order, in a later part of the section.

Levels of a State Management Information System
The proposed MIS in this section is not an "all or nothing" system. On the contrary, it is flexible and

the processes and concepts of the level I system are applicable at all levels.' The above diagram shows the

perspective and scope of the three levels of the MI Systems. Level 1 is a very comprehensive MIS; it

contains all needed edt...ational information and all needed software to process data in required
information for educational decision making and management of the system. Level 2 is a subject of level

1. The second level requires less information and software and is viewed as being synonymous with a PPB

system. The third level is a microsystem. This system uses only the data presently available at the SPI
offices in Olympia. The level 3 system then is also viewed as a small subsystem of the level I MIS.

1The proposed systems are not all inclusive. The designs and discussion encountered in the following pages should be viewed

by the reader as models to: 1) inform; 2) communicate principles and complexities; 3) be used as a foundation for launching
such undertaking in the State of Washington; and 4) provide on makers with some alternatives, and where possible,

costs associated with the alternatives.
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SLNATL RLSOLUTION 1970- EX2I
WHEREAS, The need tor accurate information is of paramount importance and growing

year by year: zind
WHEREAS. Fop level government decision imikers. legislators. legislative comnnttees.

educators. and boards of education want to improve education. but they do not always have the
accurate fl.:ts, trends, and projections with which to make proper decisions; and

WHEREAS, Much valuable information is being collected, recorded and reported but is
often not available in useful form to the appropriate people at the right time; and

WHEREAS, Local school districts are making individual efforts in the development of data
systems; and

WHEREAS, Implementation of the state-wide educational information system will require
the establishment of any information network leading from the data sources to the larger
organizational levels; and

WHEREAS. This information network should be designed so that information may flow
freely in any volume, form, sequence, or combination required for each user of the system; and

WHEREAS. Several states have recognized the need for providing funds for the
development and implementation of comprehensive educational information systems; and

WHEREAS, Progress must be made in developing standard procedures of reporting
methods in order to determine adequate levels of information support; and

WHEREAS, the cost of the development of such a coordinated information system must
be considered in addition to the cost of operation of the present information system;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, By the Senate, that the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction in concert with the State data processing advisory committee be instructed to
develop for presentation to the 1971 Session of the Legislature the plans for and the anticipated
cost of: (1) The detailed assessment and determination of information needs at the state level
and intermediate and local school district levels; (2) The specific design of a coordinated system
for collection and transmitting the needed information, with special attention to (a) the
automation of the process, and (b) the potential role of the state-wide system of intermediate
school districts (in the operating system); and (3) A pilot test of the system in one or more
selected local and intermediate school districts. The Superintendent in concert with the data
processing advisory committee, during the process of collecting data for such presentation, shall
inform himself of activities related thereto carried on by the Temporary Special Levy Study
Commission and the Joint Committee on Education and include in his presentation material
thus obtained when pertinent thereto.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. That the Secretary of the Senate transmit a copy of this
Senate Resolution to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the state data
processing advisory committee. February 9, 1970Adopted as amended.

Proposed Washington State Educational Management
iformation System (WSEMIS) Level 1

As has been indicated, the State of Washington is in need of a management information system which
will provide:

I. Alternative ways of reaching each educational objective.
/. Estimated costs of each alternative.
3. Estimated expected results of each alternative.
4. Estimated cost-benefit and/or cost-effectiveness trade-off among alternatives.
5. Estimated impact of the proposed programs or alternatives upon existing programs.

The state's need appears to fit very well into a PPBS. However, one might expand the information
required to support a PPBS to include all the identifiable educatioral information needed, both now and
in the future, to effect the management of the state educational system.1

1Management functions referred to are: planning, organizing, decision making, directing, controlling, staffing, and
communicating.
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Figure 1
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Figure 2
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Figure 3

WASHINGTON STATE INTEGRATED
EDUCATIONAL DATA BANK
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Figure 4
STUDENT MAffERFILE DATA ELEMENTS
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Figure 5
RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS PREDITION MODEL FOR WICHE
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The system proposed1 by the authors can best be described by a model. Figure 1 illustrates the
proposed management system which, after this point will be referred to as the Washington State
Educational Management Information System (WSEMIS). In its simplest form, WSEMIS contains all
relevant data in what is referred to as the Washington State Integrated Educational Data Bank (WSIEDB)
and all of the software required to produce all the information to meet management needs. Thus, the
WSEMIS consists of two main components: 1) the software and 2) the data bank.

A process for developing software which will process data into needed information in the desired
formation is shown in Figure 2. Figure 2 is essentially a process which emphasizes simulation using the
model and software before updating the software bank of the WSEMIS. This technique is not new, but it
insures management of having software which will, in fact, perform the desired processing projections, etc.

The WS1EDB, as was mentioned previously, contains all of the base data needed for management
decisions. Figure 3 shows the proposed data bank (WSIEDB) and the suggested files and profiles to be
developed, integrated, and contained in the base data bank.2

While there are many approaches to educational information systems, Project Yardstick, Midwestern
States Educational Information Project (MSEIP), California Education Information System (CEIS), etc.,
California's is perhaps the most comprehensive. In an effort to show what a student profile looks like in an
operating information system, the following figures were extracted from California's report on the
Education Information System and can be found in Appendix K.

1. CEIS Pupil Subsystem
2. CEIS Process Control Functions.
3. CEIS Student History File
4. CEIS Test Scoring
5. CEIS Master Schedule Builder
6. CEIS Student Scheduling
7. CEIS Mark Reporting
8. CEIS Attendance Accounting
9. CEIS Fc -ational Pk nning

Figure 4 sws a detailed breakdown of the data elements in the student masterfile of California's
system.

Another approach, that of the WestE-.a Interstate Commission on Higher Education (WICHE), is
quite a good example of what a management information system for higher education might look like.
Further, it might well be this system that the institutions of higher learning will be using in this state.3
.Figure 5 shows the Resource Requirements Prediction Model of the WICHE system.

System for Analyzing, Designing, Evaluating, Operating, and Monitoring the WSEMIS
Much like the models and systems that were presented in the preceeding pages, the proposed system

for analyzing, designing, evaluating, operating, and monitoring the WSEMIS is very generalized and does
not show all of the processes inferred within the model. Figure 6 is a block diagram of the system. It
should be noted that:

1. The model requires the selection of an over-all project direction.
2. The model suggests that there be five assistant directors selected and five task forces

consolidated.
3. Horizontal interaction and communication is assumed throughout the model. Figures 7, 8, 9, 10,

and 11 provide a further breakdown of the task force.groups and suggest areas from which task
force members might be selected.

1-The proposed systems and systems' diagrams have not been developed to show minute details. As such, the diagrams are on
the macro scale, showing only the over-all processes in block diagram form.
2Note that the proposed data bank contains a wade range of data, some of which would support other plannhtg and
management systems. The question then arises, as to whether or not the state should consider a State Data Bank.
3Th1s being the case, anyone charged with taking the concepts expressed throughout this document, further, would have to
spend time analyzing what the WICHE system has to offer and how the two systems might be dovetailed together.
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Figure 7 shows the components of the task force for objectives. It is anticipated that this group will
rely heavily on those objectives that have already been written by other states such as: Florida, Colorado,
Oregon, California, etc.

Figure 7
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Figure 8 illustrates the constituents of the task force group for program structures. The members of
the group stem from organizations similar to those in Figure 7, except WEA is not represented in this
group, whereas WASA and the state examiners office are represented in the business-programs task group.

Figure 8

TASK FORCE ON FINANCE, BUSWESS, AND I'ROGRAMS

ASSISTANT DIREC
TOR PROGRAM
STRUCTURE, ETC.

TASK FORCE
PROGRAMS

SPI

State Examiner's Office

WASA
--- I SD

This individual should
have a strong background
in business management.

LSD

1

1st Class 3
2nd C I ass 1

3rd Class 1

UN I VERS I TY

470

10 No. of people on
task force

431



Figure 9, which shows the task force group for data processing and instrument development,
naturally includes persons with backgrounds in these areas. It may well be that the universities can provide
several valuable resources at this level.

Figure 9

TASK FORCE ON DATA ANALYSIS AND INSTRUMENTS
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The membership, in numbers, for the task force on evaluation processes is shown in Figure 10.
Perhaps university personnel could donate more than one representative to this group, as most of the basic
research and development in education occurs at the colleges and universities. Thus, their inputs should
not be overlooked.

Figure 10
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The strings have to be pulled together somewhere and the management systems task force is where

the synthesis takes place. Once again, WASA might be represented in this group.

Figure 11
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Objectives: The Heart of any Management System
Objectives are the foundation of any management system as they provide a base for defining

activities, or in this case, programs. An objective refers to a statement of intent which includes:

1. A description of the target population, number, etc.
2. The information skills or behavior to be demonstrated by the target population.
3. A description of the environment or setting in winch the activity or behavior is to

take place or to be demonstrated. This also provides one with the setting in which the
evalLation is to take place.

4. The minimum criteria which must be attained in order that the predetermined
objective be judged met.

5. The elapse time span and date of expected behavior or achievement. (McAbee, 1969)

Some examples of properly stated objectives might be as follows:

1. The objective of this occupational curriculum is to train 30 women, currently on
welfare, in practical nursing skills and knowledges, in classroom and clinical settings,
to pass the state's examination and enter the health service work force in a
nine-month program. (McAbee, 1969)

2. Proposed accomplishment (objective): During 1969-71, provide basic literacy training
for approximately 100 public assistance recipients with an estimated 54 percer+,
successful completion; provide training toward the General Educational Development
test for approximately 300 public assistance recipients with 25 percent successful
completion.

3. Proposed accomplishment (objective): During 1969-71, prepare annually an estimated
255 teachers with basic teaching certificates, who are qualified teachers of
handicapped children, i.e., tho:,e with hearing, speech, visual and physical handicaps,
the mentally retarded, and those with extreme learning problems exclusive of mental
retardation. (Office of the Governor, 1969)

Goals, which might be viewed as broadly stated objectives oriented towards statements of desired
outcomes over a long period of time, provide the basis for objectives. The difference between goals and
objectives should be made clear through the comparison of the following goals with the above objectives.
The following goals, prepared in 1962, were presented to Congress by a national advisor commission:

1. To teach and train personnel, including all types of talent and all degrees of capability,
realizing that personnel and their competence are the primary resource of the nation and
the world.

2. To develop and to disseminate knowledge and to point out areas of its application for the
benefit of mankind.

3. To improve the content and techniques of instruction and make this new knowledge
widely available.

4. To remain impartilll and receptive to new knowledge, new methods and new concepts from
all sources, and to give all such developments equal opportunity for recognition and
utilization.

5. To arrange for exchange of faculty and students between various nations and cultures to
secure widespread accesss to teaching, training, new knowledge and culture, and to
disseminate constructive or challenging concepts from each culture to the other.

6. To promote cultural, social and ethical development, as over-all development of mankind
and the nation will be advanced.

7. To publish and promulgate material of educational, scientific and cultural interest to assure
its widespread availability and impact. (U.S. Congress, 1962)
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In 1961, the Citizens Committee of Pennsylvania advocated the following ten goals of quality
education:

1. Quality education should help every child acquire the greatest possible understanding of
himself and an appreciation of his worthiness as a member of society.

2. Quality education should help every child acquire understanding and appreciation of
persons belonging to social, cultural and ethnic groups different from his own.

3. Quality education should help every child acquire to the fullest extent possible for him
mastery of the basic skills in the use of words and numbers.

4. Quality education should help every child acquire a positive attitude toward school and
toward the learning process.

5. Quality education should help every Child acquire the habits and attitudes associated with

responsible citizenship.
6. Quality education should help every child acquire good health habits and an understanding

of the conditions necessary for the maintaining of physical and emotional well-being.

7. Quality education should give every child opportunity and encouragement to be creative in

one or more fields of endeavor.
8. Quality education should help every child understand Lie opportunities open to him for

preparing himself for a productive life and should enable him to take full advantage of

these opportunities.
9. Quality education should help every child to understand and appreciate as much as he can

of human achievement in the natural sciences, the social sciences, the humanities and the

arts.
10. Quality education should help every child to prepare for a world of rapid change and

unforseeable demands in which continuing education throughout his adult life should be a

normal expectation. (Pennsylvania State Advisory Committee, 1968)

Texas, like Pennsylvania, revised their goals for public instruction. The revised goals were as follows:

Public education should help each individual to develop to the maximum of his capacity, and to

function as a responsible member of a viable, democratic society. Public Education in Texas

should help each individual to achieve:

1. Intellectual Discipline. The school should:
a. Provide all children with knowledge of the traditionally accepted

fundamentals, such as reading, writing, and arithmetic in the early
elementary grades, accompanied by studies in higher mathematics, science,
history and English as they progress through the upper grades.

b. Help each child to develop the power to think constructively, to solve
problems, to reason independently, and to accept responsibility for
self-evaluation and continuing self-instruction.

c. Help each child gain access to the accumulated culture and knowledge of
man.

2. Economic and Vocational Competence. The public schools should:

a. Help all students understand how to function effectively in the American
economic system.

b. Provide every student with usable vocational skills which will equip him to
find employment in the event he finds it impracticable to continue his
education.

c. Offer guidance and counseling to help every student decide what he should
do upon completion of high school.

3. Citizenship and Civic ResponGibility. The public schools should:

a. Provide for all children citizenship education opportunities and experiences
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which emphasize the American heritage and the responsibilities and
privileges of citizenship.

b. Help equip each child for intelligent participation in the democratic
processes through which this country is governed.

c. Teach each child to understand the relationship between the United States
and other nations of the world.

4. Competence in Human and Social Relations. The public schools should:

a. Assist each child in his efforts to make a place for himself in the
community and to the larger s ,ciety of the state and nation

b. Help to develop in all children a respect for the right of others as
individuals and as groups, and to understand the requirements that a viable
society demands of the individual.

5. Moral and Ethical Values. The public schools should:
a. Assist in the development of moral and spiritual values, ethical standards of

conduct, and basic integrity.

6. Self-Realization and Mental and Physical Health. The public schools should:

a. Provide educational programs which take into account individual
differences.

b. Help each child attain the optimum growth and development within his
capacity.

c. Help each child to attain and preserve physical and mental health, to
develop a sense of aesthetic appreciation, 'and to deal constructively with
the psychological tensions inherent in continuing change and adaptation.

These goals for Public Education in Texas are tentatively recommended, pending further
research and evaluation on the status and trends of public education in our State. They should
serve as yardsticks for measuring the attainments of our educational system and targets for our
long-range planning. (Subcommittee on Goals, 1968)

The California PPBS provides a very good example of the relationship between goals and objectives
and clearly delineates the fact that there can be a hierarchy of goals and objectives.

Figure 12

CALIFORNIA'S BREAKDOWN OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
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For 90 percent of the graduating seniors who wish to enter the labor force to gain employment
within three months of graduation as measured by a district survey.

For 90 percent of graduating seniors who wish to enter the labor force to gain employment asdesired
in business, or agriculture within three m )nths of graduation as measured by a district survey.

For 90 percent of the business curriculum students to meet the following standards:

Typing-40 words per minute as measured by the IBM test with 90 percent accuracy.

Shorthand-60 words per minute as measured by the IBM test with a 2,000 word vocabulary.

BookkeepingDemonstrate ability to use journals, income statements, and balance sheets as
determined by classroom tests.

Office machine operationMean score equal to national average on NCR tests.

Upon course completion 90 percent of students will be able to accomplish the following based on
classroom tests:

State and understand the basic accounting equation of double-entry bookkeeping.

Understand the function of and make journal entri3s.

Understand three depreciation calculation methods.

Once goals and objectives have been defined, the next step, or one of the next steps, is to look for
indicators or measurable outputs which can be used to evaluate attainment of objectives. Clearly, there
exist both quantity and quality measures of outputs. A recent publication from the George Washington
University, showed very clearly the relationship between program elements and measures of output.

Selected Program Elements Quantity of Service

Child care and education programs

Child care centers
Day care centers
Preprimary education
Regular day programselementary schools
Regular day programssecondary schools
Vocational schools
Higher education (student teaching)

Manpower training
After-school programs
Summer school programs
Exceptional children programs
School lunch programs
School health programs

Selected Program Elements

Child care and education programs

Number of children in centers
Number of children in centers
Number of children enrolled
Number of students enrolled
Number of students enrolled
Number of students enrolled
Number of students enrolled; number of degrees

granted, total, or by field of specialization
Number of persons employed at close of training
Number of persons enrolled
Number of persons enrolled
Number of children served
Number of meals served
Number of examinations; number of children

screened, by types of screening

Quality of Service

Child care centers Hours of education, health and counseling servilces
provided
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Day care centers

Preprimary education
Regular day programselementary schools

Regular day programssecondary schools

Vocational schools

Higher education (student teaching)

Manpower training

After-school hour programs
Summer school programs
Exceptional children programs

School lunch programs

School health programs

Hours of education, health and counseling services
provided

Number of children by reading-readiness scores
Number of children with achievement scores at or

above grade level
Number of graduates; number of school leaders;

number admitted to college
Number of persons receiving training who are

employed
Number of college graduates admitted to graduate

or preessional school; attrition rates; number
of graduate students receiving fellowships

Number of persons receiving training who are
employed

Changes in school achievement score
Changes in school achievement score
Number of children, by achievement or

achievement score level
Number of children purchasing school lunches;

nutritional status of children
Number of children with correctable deficiencies

who have received treatment

It should now be clear, that goals provide a basis for objectives and objectives, properly stated, can be
evaluated using indicators which may be either of quality or of quantity. The task now, is one of
developing a process for establishing objectives that are properly stated in measurable terms and which
relate to the basic philosophy and goals of the state educational system.

Proposed Procedures for Establishing Objectives
The group responsible for objectives is, naturally, the task force on objectives, (see Figure 6). This

group should, as one of its major activities, gather all of the existing objectives and separate them into
types midi as: student output or product; process oriented; inputs controllable; management oriented; and
program oriented. Figure 13 shows the process proposed for filtering, and establishing objectives. The task
force group should be sensitive to the fact that state objectives give guidelines for a hierarchy of objectives
as is shown in Figure 14. Figure 12 illustrated such a hierarchy of objectives; sensitized the reader to the
fact that often a hierarchy of goals needs to be viewed in conjunction with objectives.

The proposed system for viewing and refining objectives consistent with state philosophy and goals is
shown in Figure 14. It should be noted that there is a cycle at each level, whereby objectives are
continually evaluated in terms of their relationships to basic educational philosophy and goals.

Following the establishment of objectives should be a process of delineating the alternative programs
available for achieving each objective. Having the inputs, processes. and outputs associated with each
alternative program will later permit the selection of the least-cost/highest-effectiveness alternative
program for achieving each objective. (See Figure 15).

It is doubtful whether the state would desire a MIS which reached into each classroom, but as this is
where the learning takes place, the classroom level cannot be completely overlooked. Perhaps the best link
at the classroom level might be a state-wide testing program. These data could then be placed on the
student profile. Without such data, any attempt to evaluate student project or output, would be
fragmented at best.

Developing Information Needs from a Filtering Prpcess
Prior systems and models have stressed tht fact that objectives form the base for an Educational

Management System (EMS). Below is suggested a process for determining what data should go into the
WSIEDB if it is to be sufficient to support an EMS. Figure 16, which begins with objectives that have been
classified, illustrates the proposed process for determing data needs for WSEMIS.

As Figure 16 indicates, there is probably a great deal of educational data which are presently gathered
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but not used. An example of such data might be course data. An example of data which are missing from
the present base data in Olympia is student data. Referring back to Figure 3, it will be seen that a
component of the proposed WSIEDB is referred to as a student profile.1

Naturally, some decisions regarding the question of what to do with the five resulta its of the process
shown in Figure 16 will have to be made. For example, the question of relevance might be asked in
regard to the data which are presently used but do not relate to specific objectives. The data which ate
presently collected but not used and not needed should probably be discarded. The remaining
classification of data: 1) collected used and needed; 2) collected, not used and needed: and 3) not
collected but needed; are particularly important to the management system proposed herein. One will
note that the data processing instrument-oriented task force group would receive direction from data
described by classifications 2 and 3 immediately above. The task force group on evaluation would also
interact with resultant activities from this point on.

Management by Exception: A Flag System
At this point it is appropriate to discuss the EMS and th.e use of the proposed WSEMIS by

management. Without belaboring the intricacies of the proposed management system, it should be
reiterated that the system, to date, is assumed to have all the information required for educational
management at the state level and down the hierarchy to management of the local schools.

As mentioned in the preface, the proposed management process functions according to the principle
of management by exception.

1. The mean value is determined for each indicator for the base year and each time period
thereafter up to the target date.

2. A tolerance interval2 of plus and minus 1 o-(tr=one standard deviation)3 is then determined for
each indicator for each time period.

3. Objectives are evaluated and/or programs are evaluated, whether they be SPI, ISD, LEA, or
otherwise, by placing the individual indicator on the spectrum, developed during step 2 above.

4. Projections of the individual indicators are made for each time period and the value of the
indicator is placed on the mean projected indicator spectrum.

5. Where no discrepancies occur, i.e., the valuc of the projected indicator is within the established
tolerance interval for the particular indicator, no message is transmitted to management and the
system, program, activity, etc., which is being evaluated is assumed to be on target in achieving
the objective under evaluation; likewise, where a discrepancy exists, management receives a

referral.
6. Management receives two types of referrals: 1) one relating to those where the discrepancies are

negative or undesirable (below tolerance), and 2) one relating to those situations where the
discrepancy is of the positive nature, (or desirable, a system performing beyond expectation).

The positive referral above is self explanatory, as decision makers need to know what has been
effective and where effective programs, etc., exist. The negative referral, or flag that someone might be in

need of help is just as important as knowing what has been effective. The latter message should assist

management in identifying needs. Figure 17 shows the process followed given that one or more negative

discrepancies have been referred to management.

1The second step in Figure 16, the identification of all needed information, would require interaction between at least three
of the task force groups. (See Figure 6, the objective-oriented group, data oriented group and evaluation-oriented group.)

2 It should be pointed out that the minimum criterion for attainment of the objective will, in most cases, be a base criterion
and not a tolerance interval. A case might arise, however, where an objective sets a criterion which itself may be an interval.
In this case, there will be a tolerance interval for final evaluation of the objective as well as throughout the monitoring
stages.

3This range will account for 68 percent of all cases. Where just one case exists, the value of the indicator is interpreted as
being the mean.
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Figure 14
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Figure 15
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FIGURE B

Figure 16

PROPOSED MODEL FOR ESTABLISHING
INFORMATION NEEDS FOR A STATE MIS

OBJECTIVES

TYPES OF OBJECTIVES

ALL DATA NEEDED TO EVALUATE OBJECTIVES

STATE EDUCATIONAL
DATA PRESENTLY
USED

STATE EDUCATIONAL DATA PRESENTLY COLLECTED

ALL POSSIBLE STATE EDUCATIONAL DATA

DATA PRESENTLY DATA PRESENTLY DATA PRESENTLY DATA PRESENTLY

COLLECTED, USED COLLECTED, NOT COLLECTED, NOT NOT COLLECTED,

AND NEEDED USED AND NOT USED BUT NEEDEQ BUT NEEDED
NEEDED
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Management by Exception: A Reality

Going back to "objectives," one will find that each properly stated management objective contains at

least one indicator, which in education, may be time, quality, quantity, achievement, or any combination,

etc. The important fact is, each objective contains at least one indicator. For example, let us suppose that

the State of Washington has constructed several properly stated objectives relating to "what constitutes a

basic education in the State of Washington." An objective, related to the above, for illustrative purposes

only, might be as follows: that by 1975 no student in the state receive a high school diploma unless his

reading level is over the tenth-grade level as measured on the Washington State Reading Test. (Test does

not exist, the example was fabricated to illustrate a point.) Further, the state might append to this
objective one designed to monitor reading progress yearly. Such an objective might be as follows: that no

district, by 1975, have more than 5 percent of its students more than two years behind their present grade

level in reading, and not one student further than three years behind his present level in reading, as

measured on the Washington State Reading test.

The above objectives might be best viewed as state objectives; districts or schools, might set higher
objectives for their own particular cases.

The following are some examples c how the proposed management system might operate given an

objective with supporting data and projection models in the WSEMIS:
Objective: That no district shall exceed a transportation cost of $10.00 per student transported per

year by 1975. This is a hypothetical case, for illustrative purposes only.

Figure 18

PRESENT STATUS, COMBINED DISTRICTS PROJECTED
OVER TIME PERIOD FOR OBJECTIVE

tolerance f ------
$60. 00*

$62.00*
Interval

$65. 00*
$68. 00*

$70. 00*
$71.50

$10. 00*
**Criterion for attainment

GAP

0 1 2 3 4 5

*Mean values of indicators
**Criterion for attainment

This example is indicative of what might be an unrealistic objective. At this point, the system would
generate alternative programs for transportation, etc., and produce an array of figures similar to those
above. The system would then select the program or approach with the greatest output for a given cost.
Suppose that the least-cost alternative with the greatest effectiveness will, based on projections, hold all
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districts to a cost of $60.00 per student transported per year by 19751 The objective might be rewritten
then by substituting the $60.00 in place of the $10.00 as the minimum criterion for attainment of the
objective. Suppose that the projected tolerance intervals for the new program are now set up as follows:

$60. 00
$59.62

Figure 19

REVISED PROGRAM THAT MEETS OBJECTIVE

$54. 00
X- ($69. 50) $60. 00 Criterion

$50. 00
$49. 00

Y-1-($46.00) $47.00

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

Consider district X, whose cost for 1970 is $55.70/ST/Y which falls within the interval. Thus, nodiscrepancy report is transmitted to management. Let us now suppose that district X's cost/ST/Y is
projected as being $59.50/ST/Y in 1973, and $69.00/ST/Y in 1975. Discrepancy messages would now besent to management as a red flag. As a result, the transportation system of district X might be audited
for the purpose of determining whether or not the discrepancy can be justified and what assistance might
be given the district to bring its costs down.

The reverse of the above might be district Y whose cost/ST/Y is $60.00/ST/Y in 1970, but whose
projected cost/ST/Y in 1973 is $46.00/ST/Y. This is outside the tolerance intervnl, but on the positive (+)
side, and would also result in a message going to management. District Y might also be visited to discern
what the contributing factors might be.

Where tolerance intervals are not appropriate, a simple projected value might be used and the
objective might then be judged using eithera simple 'gap' approach or a simple success or failure judgment
based upon whether or not the minimum criterion forattainment was met.

Advantages of the Proposed WSEMIS
The proposed management system in the preceding pages is seen to offer the frliowing advantages:
1. Helps reduce the portion of the budget which is presently uncontrollatie.
2. Enhances and facilitates planned change within the multilevel, multiorganizational system of

public education in the State of Washington.
3. Facilitates the more effective and efficient allocation of scarce public resources.
4. Assists in delineating, quantitatively, the impact of educational programs.
5. Helps develop managerial tools and techniques that are conducive to planned change.
6. Where possible emphasizes alternative solutions to educational management problems and

provides cost-effectiveness data for each alternative.
7. Has a referral or discrepancy flag system not only for negative or undesirable outcomes, but also

for those outcomes which will exceed what might be judged as tolerable achievement or
outcomes.

8. Facilitates establishing priorities among goals and objectives.
9. Assists managers at both the state and district levels in identifying programs whicli no longer

serve educational objectives.

'Student transported/year ST/Y
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10. Assists in integrating long-range goals and objectives with current policy planning, policy
programming, and policy budgeting.

11. Provides a realistic structure which can be used by managers and decision makers to appraise
probably time, value, cost and technical requirements in planned educational achievement.

12. Helps interrelate planning, programming, and budgeting with policy and actual outputs or
performance.

13. Provides educational decision makers with valuable information when they need it, eliminating
the traditional time-lag.

14. Is operationally usable as a communication referrent throughout the state educational system.
15. Encourages the use of accurate, completely integrated, relevant and timely information

systematically in the educational management process.
16. Helps inform decision makers so that they can ask more pertinent and relevant questions of the

users of the state's educational resources.
17. Forces the state to consider explicitness about goals, objectives, priorities, and outputs.
18. Supports the establishment of an accountability structure which encompasses the multilevel

dimensions within the state.
19. Helps seek out educational problems or discrepancies before they result or reach a state of crisis.

20. Stimulates realistic decision making by the use of simulation methods.
21. Arms educators with hard facts to support requests for additional resources.

Planned Program Budgeting System, Level 2
As was mentioned earlier, the proposed WSEMIS was more comprehensivC than the concept of PPBS

and thus was capable of producing information in excess of the usual PPB System. This being the case, the
software for PPBS can be viewed as a subset of the software for the WSEMIS and the data required for a
PPB System can be viewed as a subset of the proposed WSIEDB.

It was also an intent of the study to design a total system whose processes, etc., could be broken

down into smaller or less comprehensive systems. The proposed WSEMIS is such a flexible system; it can

be broken down into a PPBS system and smaller yet into a more macro management system.1

However small the MIS, the general concepts and emphasis on objectives, etc., remain constant
regardless what level being considered. The only difference between levels is actually the sophistication
and comprehensiveness of the system.

As the review of the literature points out, the PPB Systems concept is not a new one. The literature is
replete with models of PPBS. The following model, (Figure 20) is offered at this point, as it is not only
consistent with the proposed WSEMIS (See Figure 1), but also clearly illustrative of the elements and
processes of a PPBS. (Peat, 1970).

It should r.ot be inferred from the simplicity of Figure 20 that to implement such a system would be

a simple task. Figure 21, which is California's planning and implementation task model, shows in more
detail the complexity of the PPBS concept. To illustrate further the magnitude of planning and
implementing a PPB System that extends down to the local education organization, it should be pointed

out that the development of a centralized program budget (See Figure 21, steps 14, 15, 16, 18, and 19), is
but one task to be undertaken. Figure 22 depicts the inputs necessary for a PPB System or an MIS capable

of performing the same functions.
A centralized program budget like the PPB concept, is quite an involved process. For example, see

Figure 23, which is a Program Evaluation Review Technique (PERT) chart of Shoreline's schedule for
development of a district program budget.

'Keep in mind that all outputs and systems presented hereafter could have been produced by the former system but was

not done so in an attempt to keep PPB Systems outputs with the discussion of concept. Macro refers to a system which

produces information to management on very broad terms. The information cannot be broken down further.
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Figure 23

LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT PERT CHART OF
PPBS IMPLEMENTATION
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Figure 23Continued

01 Start 48 Level B Codes Assigned

02 Prelim. Concepts Presented to Key Officials 49 Dev. Schematic to Restructured 69/70 Budget

03 Approval to ?roceed Obtained 50 Prototype Level C Programs Inventoried

04 Orientation Program Developed. 51 Bulk Cost Allocation Procedure Determined

05 District Budgeting Reviewed 52 Table to Convert to Functional Coding Developed

06 input Documents & Flow Charts Obtained or Prepared 53 Annual Orders Recoded

07 Chart of Accounts & Accounting Manual Obtained 54 Personnel Records Recoded

08 Applications on EDP Determined 55 69/70 Budget Restructured

09 Tentative Program Structure Prenared 56 Training Sessions For Input Conducted

10 Budget Manual & Time Scheduie Obtainer'. 57 Inter-Dept. Charge Procedure Determined

11 Budgeting Forms Obtained 58 Conversion Table Programmed

12 Budgeting at Buildings Reviewed 59 Restructured Budget Reviewed

13 Methods of Ident. & Accum. Costs of Fed. & State Prog. Deter. 60 Manual Procedures Revised

14 Payroll Distribution Determined 61 New EDP Report Formats Developed

15 Copies of Manually Prepared Reports Obtained 62 Conversion Table Tested

16 Copies of Card Format & Output Obtained 63 Prepared For Input to EDP

17 Proposed Additional EDP Applications Determined 64 Printer Instructions Changed

18 Orientation Groups Determined 65 Data Accum. & Reporting Sys. for Level C Devised

19 Budget Process Flow Charted 66 Resources Determined

20 Distribution of Indirect Costs Determined 67 Accounting Manual Revised

21 Flow Charts of EDP System Obtained or Prepared 68 Program Changed as Required

22 Tentative Level A & B Elements Identified 69 Broad Objectives Defined

23 Preliminary Orientation Held 70 Program Changes Tested

24 Memorandum on Budget System Prepared 71 EDP Procedures Revised

25 Broad Description of EDP System Prepared 72 Training For Data Collection Prepared

26 Program Structure Approved 73 EDP System Tested

27 Orientation Meetings Scheduled 74 Training For Data Collection Given
28. Over-all Schematic of Financial System Prepared 75 Reports Approved

29 Level A Criteria Defined 76 Specific Objectives Defined

30 Responsibilities for Program Definition Assigned 77 Programs Related to Objectives

31 Prospect Task Force Established 78 Data Collection System Converted

32 Changes in Budgeting System Determined 79 Appraisal Criteria Determined

33 Level A Elements Identified 80 New Financial Control Reports Issued

34 Changes in Reporting System Determined 81 Alternatives Identified
35 Level A Elements Defined 82 Reports Reviewed

36 Changes in Manual System Determined 83 Resources Compared

37 Changes in EDP System Determined 84 In-Depth Training Presentation Prepared

38 Level B Criteria Defined 85 Budget Forms Revised

39 Orientation Program Presented 86 Broad Goals For Level B Developed

40 Input Documents Restructured 87 EDP Master Files Expanded

41 Level B Programs Identified 88 Matrix of Goals & Programs Developed

42 Level B Programs Defined 89 General Ledger Integrated

43 Program Elements Approved 90 Level B Program & Goal Relationships Analyzed

44 New 91 Prototype Level C Results Approved

45 Level A Codes Assigned 92 Budgeting & Planning Procedures Revised

46 Program Summarized 93 Budget Preparation Training Given

47 New System Flow Charted 94 70/71 Budget Prepared
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Figure 24

SAMPLE OF DISTRICT PROGRAM BUDGET AND
MULTIYEAR FINANCIAL PLAN

TENTATIVE NUDGE( AND MNFP

RUMMY WAR

ESTIMATED COSTS

WIWI MU IIVINUt SOURCES
CURRENT YEAR BUDGET YEAR 2ND WAR 350 YEAR ITH WAR STD YEAS

PER PER PER PER PER PER
I.EYSL DESCRIPTION CODE TOTAL OUTPUT TOTAL myna TOTAL OUTPUT TOTAL OUTPUT TOTAL OUTP1'7 TOTAL °Lorin IFIDERAL STATE LOCALUNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT

II INSTRUCTION I
Di RAMC IT
IV HiGH SCHOOL I 14
V MATHEMATICS 114OP
VI ALGEBRA XX 11.000 $7.30 112.000 17.60 114.000 $2.10 115.000 116,000 117.000vl GEOME TRY XX 12.000 9.00 14.000 9.00 14.000 8.00 15.500 16.000 16.000VI IIIGONORAT TRY XX n 000 3.00 11,,000 4.00 12.500 11.500 14.000

SUBTOTAL 23.000 $8.73 834.000 08.40 3.9.000 86.50 043.000 16.50 145.500 16.30 147.000 16.30 16 900 139.000V ENGLISH 11408
v1 CREATIVE vililltg3 XX LS. 000 $9.00 $16, SOO $0.53 917.000 $6.00 $18.000 819. 000 820. 000vg LITERATURE xx 1 I Om 0.00 12 000 8.20 JO. 000 3.50 12-000 31_000 11 n 1 1 n

SUBTOTAL 26.000 $8.15 020.500 511.30 027.000 16.40 830.000 56 .0 132.000 16.40 131.000 86.40 1211.100et
9.

III
III
III
Ht
01
It

TOTAL BASIC
TOTAL SPECIAL
TOTAL VOCATIONAL
TOTAL COMPENSATORY
TOTAL CONTINUING
TOTALINSTRUCTION

1001
12 X)01
IS X23
16 XXx
17 /Mx

/01
xx
XX
XX
XX

9. ....

I
g Xxx xx

,
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Figure 25

SAMPLE OF PROGRAM BUDGET STATUS REPORT

BUDGET STATUS REPORT
DATE

PROGOLAM-
,

MOGI? maNsms YEARTC)DATE
ENCUM3RANCES

EXPENDITURES
UNENCUM3ERED

BALANCE
UVELCODE DESCRIPTION

U I INSTRUCTION:
IU I BASIC:

Pi 4 HIGHSCHOOU
V 09 MATHEMATICS:
VI ALGURA $ 1.2,000 (S 1.000) $ 10.000 $ 8.000 $ 1000

NI GMOmETRY 16.000 IS.000 14.000 1.000

Ni1 TRICONUDNMTRY 8.000 1.000 11.000 11,000 (2.000)

SUBTOTAL $ 36 000 0 $ 36 000 $ 33.000 0

V 03 ENGUSH
VI CREATIVE WRITING $ 16. SOO 8 16000 $ 15.500 $ SOO

VI LITERATURE 12,000 11.000 11.000 1.000

SUBTOTAL $ 28.500 $ 27.000 $ 26.500 $ 1.500

ik Or OW A. Ow mr er

1
TOTAL BASIC

2 SIDECLAL.

4 HIGHSCHCXDU
30 tuiR

40 mG
50 EH

I I I
TAL DISTRICT PROGRAMS

.

.

.

51.785.000

t. 0.

$ 198.000

et.

5

Ow

102.500

OW

$ 98.600

r

$ 95.500

5

4.

23.000
18,000
21.000

Ar

6 18,000
17,000
17,000

efte

5 16.000
14.000
17.000

mr

$ 5,000
1.000
4.600

0

ITOTAL SPECIAL $ 84.000

ror

70.000
6.000 1

$1.600,400 $1.400.000 $ 184.600

NOTE: SEQUENCE OF ME ABOVE PROGRAM LISTINGS IS FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES
ONLY. ACTUAL SEQUENCES USED BY A DISTRICT WILL BE DEPENDENT ON RESPONSI-
BILITY ASSIGNMENTS WITHIN THE DISTRICT.
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Figure 26

SAMPLE OF LEVEL 2 PROGRAM COST REPORT

LEVEL 2 PROGRAM COST REPORT
PERIOD ENDING

CODE

LEVEL 8 - PROGRAM LEVEL 1

OBJECT CLASSIFICATION 1
INSTRUCTION

2
INSTRUCTIONAL

SUPPORT

3
PUPIL

SERVICES

4
GENERAL
SUPPORT

3
COMMUNIlY

SERVICES

TOTAL
DISTRICT

DIRECT COSTS

CERTIFICATED SALARIES:
110 TEACHERS 1132.000 $ 2.000 1134. 000
120 PRINCIPALS $10,000 10.000

170 SUPERINTENDENTS 20.000 20.000
SUBTOTAL 5132 000 130.000 $ 2.000

-
1164.000

CLASSIFIED SALARIES:
210 TEACHING AIDES $ 4.000 Mix $ 12.000

SUBTOTAL $ 4.000 $300C 1 12.000

300 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS $ 9.200 570cx 5700c $ 26.000

BOOKS, SUPPLIES &
EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENTS:

410 TEXTBOOKS 600 Mx $ 7.000
420 OTHER BOOKS 400 roc 5300C 8.000
430 INSTRUCTION SUPPLIES 1.900 mac $ 21,000
440 OPERATING SUpPUES 7001 Mc* 5701X 7001
450 OFFICE SUPPLIES 3170C 71:01 3001 3001 700C
460
470

EQUIPmENT REPLACEMENTS
EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

860 MCC XXX 7.000

SUBTOTAL $ 3,760 Mac I s 6i001 $ 42 000

SERVICES AND OTHER:
510 CONSULTANTS
520 TtAVEL $XXX $700C 4.000
540 INSURANCE XXX 18.000
550 UTILITIES 26,000
590 INTER PROGRAM CHARGES $ 2 500 MCC 2 4 0211 0

SUBTOTAL 3 2. 500
J

53001 37001 Sxxx 9 4.000 S 49.0170

CAPITAL OUTLAY:
610 BOOKS
620 NEW EQUIPMENT $ 1.000 $70471 5 4.000

SUBTOTAL $ 1.000 47001 $ 4.000

OTHER OUTGO:
710 DEBT SERVICE

SUBTOTAL 11)00C $ 8.000

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $152.460 580.000 $80, 540 585.000 $ 6.000 $404.000
ALLOCATED INDIRECT COSTS 115.000 80.000 38.000 85.000 12.000 0

TOTAL COSTS. 5267.460 0 5118. 540 r 0 $18-000 $404.
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Figure 27

SAMPLE OF LEVEL 3 PROGRAM COST REPORT

LEVEL 3 PROGRAM COST REPORT
PERIOD ENDING

CODE

UVEL IH PROGRAm
LEVEL H

OBJECT CLASSIFICATION P5
BASIC

10
SPECIAL

15
VOCATIONAL

20
gONTINUI NG

25
COMPENSATORY

TOTAL
PROQRAM

GROUP

DIRECT

110

210

310
320
330
340
330
360

r 410
420
430
460

590

620

COSTS

CERTIFICATED SALARIES:
TEACHERS $ 20.000 $ 4,000 $ 8,000 ooc

.

$132,000

SUBTOTAL 5 20,000 5 4 , 000 $ 8.000 XXX $132,000

CLASSIFIED SALARIES:
TEACHING AIDES $ 4,000 $ 4 . 000

SUBTOTAL $ 4,000
$ 4, 000

EMPLOYEE BENEFITS:
STRS ANNUITY
STRS PERMANENT
SERS
FICA
14 3.w
COMPENSATION INSURAN.

SUBTOTAL

BOOKS SUPPLIES AND
EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT:

TEXTBOOKS
OTHER BOOKS
INSTRUCTION SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENTS

SUBTOTAL

SERVICES AND OTHER:
INTER PROGRAM CHARGES

SUBTOTAL

CAPITAL OUTLAY:
NEW EQUIPMENT

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS
ALLOCATED INDIRECT COSTS

TOTAL COSTS

$ 2,400
1.200

100
300
400
400

5 1.600
300
25
75

300
500

$ 300
600

200
500

$ 4.300
2,100

125
373
900

1,400

4,600 $ 2,800 $ 1,600 $ 9,200

$ 600
300
900
660

S 700
$ 100

300
200

5 600
400

1.900
860

$ 2.460 3 700 600 $ 3,760

900 $ 1.400 $ 200 $ 2 , 500

S 900 $ 1.400 $ 200 g 2. 500

$ 1.000 $ 1.000

$ 1,000 $ 1.000

s 32,160
3.000

$ 8,900
2.000

311,400
1.000

5152.460
115.000

5 35.160 3 10,900 $12,400 xxx 5267.460



Figure 28

SAMPLE OF DIRECT COST REPORT BY PROGRAM

DIRECT COST REPORT BY PROGRAM

PROGRAM

DIRECT SUPPORT COSTS
TOTAL DIRECT

COSTS OF
INSTRUCTION

NET SUPPORT
PROGRAM

COSTS

DIRECT
INSTRUCTION

COSTS INSTRUCTION
SUPPORT

PUPIL
SERVICES

GENERAL
SUPPORT

-

INSTRUCT! 0 N:
BASIC:

MA THEMATIC'S

A.

ENGLISH

SOCIAL SCIENCE
. A.

TOTAL BASIC

SPECIALS

TOTAL SPECIAL

ow

MR
MG
Eli
PH

TOTAL INSTRUCTION

:
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT

UBRARY
MEDIA

...-

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT

PUPIL SERVICES:
HEALTH
GUIDANCE

........ ....
TOTAL PUPIL SERVICES

GENERAL SUPPORT
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION
MAI NT ENANCE & 0 nRATI ON
DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION
TRANSPORTATION
FOOD SERVICE

TOTAL GENERAL SUPPORT

TOTAL DISTRICT

TOTAL DISTRICT COSTS

65.900
43.000

$ 82 400

-
$ 1,500

2,500
....,
.....

I ......

$ 82.400
67.400
45.500

a.......

$2.420,800 5 7,000 $ 4,000 $ 6,000 51,437,800

..,5 53.000
26.000
73.000
36,700

3,300
1.000
2.000
2,000

$ 3.000

9,000

$ 59.300
27.000
75.000
46,700

$ 188,700 $ 7.300 $ 12,000 $ 208,000
....
.....

$1.609,550 r $ 7000
...... ..... .... .....

.....
$ 11,300T $ 18,000 $1,645,850T

r

$ 8.000
5.000

-

$ 8000.
5.000

MOO= $ 13.000

.........

.

....,

$ 21.700 '
15.650

..........
ed...... .....

$ 21 700
15.650

...

8:000= $ 37.350

.

I

8 150.000
324.700
121,6,0
44.800
6.500

$ 150.000
324.700
121.650
44.800
6.500

1000COC $ 647,650

$1 609 550 $ 20,000 $ 48,650 $ 665,650 $1,645.850 $ 698,000
51.645,850

.

'

$2343.850
Nomm-seci==.=

...
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Belmont and PPBS
As was mentioned earlier, several projects such as Yardstick, WICHE, MSEIP, etc., have provided

direction to groups interested in developing educational planning and/or management systems. The project
which is perhaps most closely related to the system proposed in this document is the activity of the Joint
Federal/State Task Force on Evaluation. This is because first of all, the project is Federal and states must
respond to its requests; and secondly, the project is evaluation oriented and has as one of its components,
the development of a Management Appraisal System (MAS). The Belmont System (see Appendix D), for
example should provide the Federal Government with information related to the following questions:

Federal Application

1. What costs occur for facilities, personnel, etc.,
in different types of ESEA Title I Projects (e.g.,
reading, language arts)?

2. How do the services provide for handicapped
pupils under ESEA Title VI relate to the need
for services in terms of the number and type of
pupils served?

3. What is the nature of ESEA Title VIII programs
designed to help prevent dropouts?

4. In what grade have bilingual education
programs (under ESEA Title VII) been most
effective?

5. To what extent have ESEA Title III projects
been continued with non-Federal funds after
the Federal funds have terminated?

6. What changes in reading skills occur in pupils
receiving instruction in ESEA Title I reading
programs?

7. To what extent do the elementary school
children participating in federally assisted
occupational cognizance programs have an
awareness of occupational requirements?

8. Are the materials or services provided by ESEA
Title I adequate in terms of quantity and
quality to meet the needs of the participants?

9. What other academic changes have occurred in
students who participate in ESEA Title I
reading programs other than improved reading
skills?

10. What levels of participation in federally assisted
programs are resulthig in the greatest changes in
pupil behavior in the desired directions?

State and/or Local Application

What costs occur for current operations indifferent
categories of curriculum or other operations (e.g.,
reading, dissemination)?

How many handicapped pupils, who have need of
special services, are not being served?

What is the nature of special programs for any
specified target population?

At which educational levels should the state provide
support to insure equal educational opportunity to
bilingual children?

To what extent are innovative or experimental
programs continued in the original locati1/4 after
special funding has terminated?

Are children reading at the levels specified in
the objectives for our state?

To what extent do elementary school children have
an awareness of the world of work?

Are the instructional materials in the schools
adequate in terms of quantity and quality to meet
the needs?

In what areas are the pupils performing up to the
expected levels as indicated in the state's objectives?

How can we change curriculum patterns to produce
the greatest possible positive change in pupil
behavior of selected target populations?



Clearly, efforts to design a centralized PB structure should entail a study of the Behnont requests for
information. This ought to have quite a high priority, as any district with federally funded programs will,
in the future, have to provide "Belmont-type"1 information.

Illustrative Outputs of a MIS (Level 2) or PPB System
Rather than go any deeper into the complexities of an MIS or PPBS of the type described above,

some of the outputs of this system will be considered. For example, an MIS or (PPBS) at this level should
provide one with, among other things, a multiyear financial plan (Figure 24), and various state reports
relating to the current budget (Figure 25), and program costs, (Figures 26, 27, and 28).

Management System: Management by Exception

In addition to producing reports, some of which were shown in Figures 24-28, the system at level 2
MIS/PPBS would also use, where applicable, the principle of management by exception. In short,
indicators and the tolerance level system, as described earlier, would be used to monitor educational
progress and evaluate attainment of educational objectives.

Simplified Management Indicator System Level 3
This system is very much on the macro level, in that ;he data used are very broad. The theory behind

this system is:

1. It uses only the data presently gathered and available at the SP1.
2. It uses the simple concepts and principles outlined for Level 1; in short, objectives, information,

indicators, and the tolerance interval concept would be used with the existing data at the SPI in
Olympia.

This system or approach appears to have several advantages, one being that a great deal of the data
generated from the Commonality Study could be used with this system. The Commonality Study used
existing state data and has provided a gnat many educational facts which before were hidden in a mass of
data. Each fact gathered from the Commonality Study might be viewed potential indicator.

As a result of the fact that the state now has numerous potential indicators, the process for arriving
at objectives might well be reviewed in the level-3 approach and concept. For example, one could now go
from indicators to objectives instead of vice versa (see Figip-e 29). Once objectives have been established
and properly stated in behavioral terms, the same process as outlined earlier for management by exception
would be applicable.

1-For a further discussion of Belmont's PPBS implications, see Appendix D.
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Figure 29

PROPOSED PROCESS EXISTING INDICATORS TO OBJECTIVES

thdicaioT13 .1

imoo am. MMIlla IMMO Mb

amml. /NEM.

Indicators of
State significance kEducational State philosophy

goals

Qbjective
relating to
indicator

V
Objective

relating to
indicator

=NO 111. ,11111 ANNE. MIMI. a=11.

Objective
relating to
indicator

Evaluate
objective criteria

and indicator

List of State
objectives



Section 4

RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Recommendations
1. Install a State of Washington centralized Educational Management System (PPBS) at the state ley31.

2. Develop criteria on a democratic basis, and implement a decentralized Educational Management
System (PPBS) in local educational agencies in the State of Washington.

3. Establish by legislative action an Office for Educational Management Systems which would be
responsible for development, planning, and implementation of PPBS in all local educational agencies
in the State of Washington.

4. Provide an organizational plan for the Office of Educational Management System (EMS), which
would include a director of EMS; and assistant directors for objectives, program structures, data
information, evaluation and system syntheses.

5. Install an Educational Management System (PPBS) at the Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction. This should be compatible with the Management Information System developed at the
LEA leve' of government in order that information relating to local educational agency budgetary
information, program objectives, and evaluation of programs be reflected in the Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction's biennial budget request to the legislature.

6. Conduct state-wide in-service training program for Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
and local education agency administrators in the basic management principles relating to
performance objectives, evaluation criteria, fiscal and management techniques.

7. Install a Management Information System which will support the Educational Management System.

8. Establish a state-wide computer network, composed ofsatellite systems throughout the state capable of
providing basic application processing for the local educational agencies, management reports to local
educational agencies, and consolidated data for assessment, accountability, and analysis at the state
level.

9. Adapt an Educational Management System which operates on the principle of "management by
exception."

10. Investigate and analyze the feasibility of adapting Belmont information for initial supplemental
evaluation data on the State of Washington local educational agencies.

11. Develop at the state-level population and planning data relating to local school district geographic
areas.

Discussion of Findings and Recommendations

1. Install a State of Washington centralized Educational Management System (PPBS) at
the state level.

2. Develop on a democratic basis, criteria anti implement a decentralized Educational
Management System, (PPBS) in local educational agencies in the State of Washington.,

The Educational Management Systems (PPBS), must be capable of acceptance and use at two
different levels of government, (the state and the local educational level). Although the general systeins
must be compatible, decision making and complexities will differ at each level. The state-level system
must be capable of responding to the needs of the SPI management and legislature, whereas the local
educational agency system must be capable of responding to the needs of boards of directors, and local
citizens in each school district. The over-all State of Washington Educational Management System must
be capable of providing centralization at the state level with a decontralized system for use in the local
school districts.

The complex funding of school districts includes a combination of Federal, state, and local monies.
Although SPI Cooidic. a Les a-_-id prepares legislation requests for state funds, local educational agencies
experience distinct alic.1 unique problems in approaching communities on local issues which will be
financed from locai taxation. r.:onsequently two levels or systems are required, one operable on the state
level to coordinate state k-und one on the LEA level to nage all district funds, local and state.
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Legislating PPI3S may he very feasible on a centalized state-level basis, but it does offer some
difficulties on the local educational agency level. The reporting phase of a mandatory Educational
Management System could he quite successful on a state-wide basis. However, a total management system
is a much more complex plan and application than a simple reporting system which is only one segment of
the whole. The application of management principles must be dor on a voluntary basis at the local level
if full benefit is to be received in the total educational process of the state. Impetus, or adoption by local
districts will depend upon their participation in the design of the total state system. A democratic process,
utilizing advisory committees and developing model districts and group in-service training programs to
provide a consortium with the central staff group is a necessity to obtain a voluntary implementation at
the local school district level of the total EMS.

It must be recognized that because of the varying size of local educational agencies, different
implementation problems will occur. No one system may be applicable to all sizes of districts; rar
instance, only parts of the total system may be selected by the very small district. However, the minimum
acceptable participation would be reporting and data-gathering portion of the system.

Present state-wide reporting and data collection systems in the State of Washington for financial,
pupil. teacher, and assessment information are providing minimal data required to operate a management
system. The SI,ecial Levy Study Commission's collection of data required considerable efforts to arrange,
classify, and present in meaningful manner. The lack of availability of data and the variance of data
among districts also indicated a need for greater state standardization of data collection and expansion of
the types of data prepared by each district. Eventual evaluation or assessment of the quality and quantity
of education in the State of Washington will not be practical unless some guidelines can be established for data
requirements and output information. These guidelines must be established on a centralized basis lithe state
is to collect standard information capable of comparison from approximately 300 operating school districts.

Analysis of present efforts in implementing PPBS by local school districts has indicated some
duplication of effort. More serious probably is the variance in basic program structures which are the heart
of a formalized system. The beginning point from which districts may start PPBS implementation is not
criticzi, but an over-all district plan must be present. The funding of local model districts without
state-wide guidance on a centralized basis will provide better educational management at the local school
district level. but contribute little to the state-level system.

It is necessary to develop on a democratic basis a state-wide plan with participation by local school
districts. This would be organized through a centralized group who would be responsible for coordinating
planning with classifying and assimilating information, monitoring and reporting progress, conducting
in-service training, and documenting an educttionai management system. Such a cooperative effort would
provide the greatest benefits to the state as a whole and yet would be acceptable on a local district basis.

3. Establish by legislative action an Office for Educational Management Systems which would
be responsible for development, planning, and implementation of PPBS in all Local
Educational Agencies in the State of Washington.

Pres-mt efforts in Educational Management System (PPBS) implementation indicate the need for
centralized coordination and development. Effective coordination of the complexities of state-wide
planning will require delegation of responsibility to one specific office or organization that can be held
accountable for progress on development and planning for PPB systems; this office must be staffed
adequately to do the job. The following areas could be considered as feasible areas for management of
such a group:

The Office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction would be a candidate in that this
agency is charged with the present coordination and development of education at the local
educational agency level. It has provided impetus to development of PPBS at the local school
district level, and currently employs staff who cou'l be redirected to form a nucleus for an
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expanded group. The discussions contained in the "Assessment and Accountability" section of
this report indicated that information, assessment, and evaluative criteria can best be handled at a
neutral point between the legislature and the state agency, providing data to both on an
objective basis without historical or traditional ties to any special group. However, continued
strong leadership and involvement of the State Superintendent in PPBS along with a present
nucleus of personnel may mal:e this the most feasible and economic placement of this function.

Responsibility for development of an educational PPBS could be delegated to the Office of
Fiscal Management and Program Planning, which presently is charged with the development of a
PPB System for state agencies. Present planning by this office is of a very broad global basis
pertinent to a state agency operation, but is not compatible with the unique, specific, and
detailed planning necessary at the local educational agency level. Also in conflict would be the
legal question of relationship of a state agency with independent m'inicipal corporations.

A separate state agency could be established to perform this function; however, the
establishment of another state agency would seem to be a rather questionable approach.

A commission or study group responsible to the legislative committees, similar to that
recommended by the Office of Educational Assessment and Analysis, could be delegated this
responsibility. Investigation should be made of the feasibility of actually consolidating these
two functions within the same organization. This would provide benefits of objectivity, and
establish a group not constrained by historical precedent.

4. Provide an organit;ur131 plan for the office of Educational Management System (EMS),
which would inc,..4e a 1?ire.ctor of EMS; and Assistant Directors of Objectives; Program
Structures, Data Inferioakion, Evaluation and System Syntheses.

This recommendaton is very closely related to recommendation no. 3. The state, in establishing any
new office or placing the EMS and supporting ESEMIS, will have to provide detailed documentation
regarding staff, director, :.qstant directors, etc. (see Figure 6), and a detailed description of the role and
responsibilities of the ne-. iffice, staff, and systems.

This necessity was alluded to in both the Florida and California Studies. Clearly, if any system of the
complexity proposed in this research report is to be successfully designed, implemented, and monitored,
and if the information is to be properly channeled to decision makers, persons will have to be hired who
are charged solely with responsibilities to this system. (Note, the staff might be made availablc simply by
reorganizing the responsibilities of those presently employed at the SPI. If this were the case, no new staff
would be required.) The intent of this recommendation is to avoid adding the responsibilities that go with
this syste:- development to persons who already have full-time or even part-time jobs. Conceivably, the
director might have other responsibilities provided that the other members on the team did not.

S. Install an Educational Management cystem (PKIS) at the Office of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction. This should he zomp-lible 6th the Management Information System
developed at the LEA level of go..--t-Kikent in order that information relating to Local
Educational Agency budgetary hiformation, r--zigram objectives, and evaluation of
programs be reflected in the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction's biennial
budget request to the leyis:3ture.

The Office of t. Superintendent of Alb lie Ins:ruction serves a dual role. It functions as a state
agency with operational goals directed to management of its agency function, similar to other state
governmental depaitments. It also acts as a supervisory and coordinating agency for over 300 independent
municipal government unitsthe local public skliool districts in Washington.
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In the former role, the office is required to follow accounthlg and budgeting guidelines established
for state agencies; in the latter, it must compile state-wide LEA fmancial and statistical data based on a
completely different accounting structure.

Presentation of SPI biennial legislative budget requests based on a PPBS system will require revisions
in the current information system. Program categories and related information contained in LEA budgets
must be capable of accumulation at the SPI information level. As per discussions in prior chapters, the
hierarchy of objectives must be compatible at both the SPI level and the LEA level if accumulation of data
is to be meaningful. Consequently SPI must independently develop within its own agency an Educational
Management System which is compatible with the system implimented in the local education agencies.

6. Conduct state-wide in-service training program for Office of Superintendent of Public
Instruction and local education agency administrators in the basic management
principles relating to performance objectives, evaluation criteria, fiscal and
management techniques.

A realistic commitment to an Educational Management System in the State of Washington will
require considerable financial investment on both the state and local district levels. To gain a return on the
number of dollars invested in this program will require an investment of time and resources in developing
and conducting in-depth, in-service training programs. It will be necessary to teach concepts, technical
information and methodology process to all educational administrators in the state. Each district in turn,
will be responsible for conducting presentations within their own organization and for local groups such as
PTA, Citizen's Advisory Committees, etc. The in-service programs must provide the bridge between
elementary knowledge concerning PPBS and actual application of its principles. Presentations will be
particularly critical if local educational agencies are to implement Educational Management Systems. As
disctrised previously, whether local districts enter into this phase of the management system on a
voluntary basis may hinge on the competency of the in-service training programs offered throughout the
state.

Several alternatives are possible in planning extensive state-wide m-services. Selection of resource
personnel and commitment of total dollars may vary considerably among these alternatives.

1. In-service schedules, media, scope of involvement may be selected by personnel in the Office of
the State Superintendent of Instruction. These personnel, plus other selected outside resource
personnel, may conduct state in-service programs. Other resource personnel could include
appointments from higher education, local educational agencies, and the state office personnel.

2. Employment of outside consultants to develop a comprehensive in-service training program.
These consultants would select media, determine scope, and prepare guidelines for presentation.
Presentations would be conducted by either the state superintend c-it's office or other resource
personnel. Local distlict in-services would be conducted by training a small unit from each
district.

3. An outside consultant could be employed to prepare the comprehensive in-service program and
also to conduct L.-depth presentations throughout the state.

Over the next several years, not only must administrators be exposed to in-service training, but each
district desiring to implement an educational management system will of necessity have to conduct
in-depth, in-service programs for its own staff. The state obligation is probably only economically and
organizationally feasible in reaching select d numbers of individuals from each district. The in-service
programs within the districts will have to be the responsibility of the individual districts

In-service training should be one of the priority items in implementing the Educational Management
System, and should begin soon after initial implementation approval by the legislature.
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7. Install a management information system which will support the Educational
Managemen t System.

Although a total educational management information system will provide more services than just
those to PPBS, development of a management information system independent of the PPBS system could
result in serious program coordination problems at a later date. Experience has indicated that
implementation of information systems capturing basic data require a minimum of one year for debugging
before any meaningful results are obtained. Development of a state reporting system for PPB information,
even if implemented on July first would not produce any meaningful results until the conclusion of that
fiscal year. However, until such a system is introduced state-wide, and experience is gained, difficulties will
be experienced in capturing data.

Consequently because of the time lag, it is critical to coordinate development and implementation of
the management information system and PPBS.

8. Establish a state-wide computer network, composed of satellite systems throughout
the state capable of providing basic application processing for the local educational
agencies, management reports to local educational agencies, and consolidated data for
assessment, accountability, and analysis at the state level.

Establishment of an Educational Management System (PPBS) and a Management Information System
(MIS) will place expanded requirements for information on local education agencies. For example, the
present minimum system requires 500 accounts; approximately 5,000-6,000 will be required in a
multilevel PPBS program structure.

Manual processing, although feasible for some reporting, would become impossible should a
management system be desired in all districts. This would be true not only from the standpoint of the
amount of the data which must be handled, but from the standpoint of the timeliness of presenting the
data to management.

Local educational agencies in the State of Washington are expending approximately $2 million
annually for major computer installations. There are major installations in eight local school districts; one
intermediate district office has an installation available to all districts in the county. The cost for these
personnel and equipment mainly relates to the cost of processing basic financial and pupil applications.
Nominal attempts have been made within the present installations to implement Computer Assisted
Instruction Applications. Expansion of education into Computer Assisted Instruction and proliferation of
data processing among the remaining school districts in the state could expand the total cost of computing
tenfold in the next several years.

Present computer installations have pioneered individual approaches to such basic applications as
payroll, student scheduling, grade reporting. The resultant "reinventing of the wheel" has caused
considerable duplication of effort; a more coordinated and direct approach could have been made. The
duplication has resulted from differences in priorities among districts, provincialism on the part of the
technical staffs, pride of authorship, and failure of state and local educational management properly to
direct the computer resources to the most beneficial program areas.

The rising cost of data pi ocessing can be checked if some of the duplication of effort is eliminated.
Individual developments by districts should not be discouraged, but should be directed to efforts that are
for unique individual district needs. A library of standardized applications for district processing could be
developed on a state-wide basis. Present installations possess operating subsystems which have been proved
by a number of years of operating experience. The state should investigate, analyze, and adapt the better
applications for such systems as payroll, accounts payable, scheduling, student records, grade reporting,
accounting, and system reporting. These programs could be purchased directly from the districts without
the high initial cost of programming and experimentation on new systems. Compatibility among districts
in application processes would be a requirement, but this should not be a major impediment, as
application constraints fairly well dictate a common processing method for most applications.

509 4 69



In advocating a satellite computer operation for processing local educational data, and later
consolidation of this information at the state level, several alternatives are available to minimize high
capital outlay in the beginning stages of the project:

1. Investigate time sharing of excess equipment capacity of other installations, in both commercial
and public agencies. New or additional equipment rental or purchase to equip satellite computer
centers should be deferred until such time as time-sharing needs no longer meet basic
requireme n ts.

2. Avoid pitfalls of pride of authorship and enamored-with-'lardware psychosis; obtain extension
involvement of management, and insure that policy matters are determined at the management
rather than at the hardware-operating level.

3. Purchase basic applications from existing installations to minimize programming, or
reprogramming costs of elementary business and pupil subsystems.

Assignment of control of any satellite computer groups may be one of the more critical decisions to
insure commonality of application data and throughput to the state system. Proliferation of control
among other governmental units, such as intermediate school districts could seriously jeopardize any
standardization and could result in duplication of effort between satellite centers. One of the larger local
banks in the state has pioneered satellite centers. An example of one of these centers in the eastern part of
the state is a large computer which is programmed and operated from a control center in Seattle. No
programming or manipulation of the system in the eastern part of the state can occur on a local basis; all
developmental work is performed in Seattle. This type of operational standard should be considered for
basic applications.

The following type organizational plan could prove feasible in initiating satellite computer data
centers:

I. Allow local educational agencies to maintain systems and programming staff, but not invest in
hardware, except for terminals or small output-type computer centers.

2. Maintain systems and programming staff on a state-level basis for development and
coordination of new applications and for devF:lopment of MIS PPBS programs.

3. Stipulate a common programming language for all centers such as "COBOL."
4. Investigate and explore development work already performed by the State of California in

organization and staffing of their satellite computer information group.
5. Specific timetables and guidelines must be established on a phase basis to insure that continued

benefits are received during the implementation stages.
6. Major goals must be continual measurable benefits from implementation, and avoidance of

attempting to work out a completely flawless theoretical system before beginning any
impleme ntation.

The lead time required to implement a total management information system using data processing
equipment through satellite centers is dependent on the present development within the districts of data
processing capabilities. Those districts which are presently on a manual basis would require a time phase of
approximately two years prior to completion of implementation of basic applications such as payroll,
accounts payable, student records, etc. Until these applications are completely automated, the gathering
of total state information will be restricted. Consequently it is imperative that early priorities be given to
implementing satellite computer data centers.

9. Adapt an Educational Management System which operates on the principle of
"management by exception."

Decision makers cannot handle information which simply indicates that all is going well or that no
problems exist, the magnitude of such information, in terms of quantity, more often than not can cripple
decision making, at least in terms of time. What is needed is a system that reports on discrepancies or
exceptions. With such a system, management assumes that all is going well unless otherwise notified.
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In the past, the principle of management by exception has often noted only those exceptions which
were of a negative type. What is needed in the education system, is a system which reports both positive
Ind negative exceptions. The negative exceptions are flags and possibly indicate that help or assistance is
needed. The positive exceptions arm decision makers with tools and information of what has been and/or
what is presently effective. These positive exceptions, by generating alternative solutions to problems,
provide knowledge which can be used to assist, in the case of negative referrals or exceptions.

The indicator with a tolerance interval, which was the proposed system in this report, appears to be
gne approach to such a management system.

10. Investigate and analyze the feasibility of adapting Belmont information for initial
supplemental evaluation data on the State of Washington local educational agencies.

The Federal Government will continue to evaluate the impact of the programs which are federally
funded. As a result, school districts will have to provide reports which the Belmont effort requests. This
being the case, any centralized PB accounting system should be capable of producing reports required by
the Federal Government. In addition, a great deal regarding construction of evaluative instruments and
evaluation techniques might be learned by the state, were the state to follow this direction. It would
certainly be less costly, as many districts in the state are in the Belmont's national sample, and the
Management Appraisal System, MAS (see Appendix D), might well provide additional insight into the
mechanics of an EMS. As Impara points out in his summary (Appendix D), many of the questions which
can be answered using Belmont-gathered information, can he generalized at the state level.

Whether or not this justifies the state's becoming m hivolved in Belmont activities, the LEA's will
have to respond to the requests for information reiated to Belmont evaluation activities; thus the
Washington State Educational Management Information System must contain this type of information. In
this sense, there appears to be Fedlrai direction for the states regarding some of the types of data which
states must begin collecting at, perhaps, the state level.

11. Develop at the state-level population and planning data relating to local school
district geographic areas.

Any management system will require population data which can be projected over a period of years.
These might include general population data, as well as census-type data, employment data, etc.

The need for such data at the LEA level is obvious and requires no further elaboration. While this
recommendation is not a new idea, it has yet to be done on the level required. For example, .;.,EA's could
make very good use of manpower projections relating to their district. Moreover, the above is only one
example of the nature and type of data which might be of educational value and importance.
Furthermore, if population trends, etc., are left to LEA's to project, the state has little or no control over
the validity of such data. Given base population and planning data at the state level, the state would be
able both to provide LEA's with the data and to control and monitor what reports regarding population
trends LEA's were forecasting. As dollars are basically allocated on a per-student basis, the need for such
data becomes very apparent.
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Appendix A

PROGRAM FINANCIAL PLAN (PFP)1

The evaluation model developed for the Pullman. Washington, schools is explicit in the Program
Financial Plan (PFP).

The mark of the evaluation process is to tie costs, projected on a multiyear basis, to the objectives of
a program. The data should be valuable in choosing among alternative program proposals. Estimated
effectiveness and cost, plus actual evaluation, will aid in the alteration of nr,-rational programs. The
iterative process of estimation and evaluation at the various decision levels. signed to improve the
decision-making skills of the administrators.

The Program Financial Plan includes the following:

1. Five-year projection of costs for each subcategory and the total program.
2. Cost breakdown on development, implementation and operation.
3. Alternative proposals.
4. Program objectives aggregated from specific instructions to general policies.
5. Antecedent or entry level of the students into a particular program level.
n. Anticipated transaction within a program based on the input of staff., materials, supplies,

methodology, and other mediating factors.
7. Method of both objectives and subjective measurement of goal attainment within the program.

Cyclic... process for redesigning the program in a given period of time.
Procedures of differential measurement of the accomplishments caused by the transaction.

10. Method of estimation that can he "purified" through evaluation.

These areas were made explicit in the evaluation model as the PFP was developed. This is, however,
only a model: it will provide only a basis for a school district to develop its own method of evaluation.
The crucial area appears to be the development of discrete objectives that will be factually measurable.

1Adopted from Ron Harper and J. Patricia Westcott, "Guidelines for implementation for Planning-Programming-Budgeting
for First Class School Districts for the State of Washington." (Pullman: Washington State University, Sept. 15. 1969).
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A.

B.

PROGRAM BASE ELEMENT

PFP BASE ELEMENTS

CURRICULUM OBJECTIVE (attach instructional objectives)

C.

GRADE OR AGE LEVEL TOTAL STUDENTS

FY 69 FY 70 FY 71
D. 0 D I 0 D I 0
01

IN.frwr. IMIN

02

03

04

Os

06

07

081
09

01

02

03

04

05

06

11,

FY 72 FY 73

0 D I 0

- 522 - 4 /a



E.

F.

07

08

09

Total
73

11

69 Total 70 Total 71 Total 72 Total

TRANSACTION

C. (ONE YEAR 01

Fy 69 ONLY) 02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

TOTAL

RAW WT. RAW WT.

TEST 1 TEST

TEST 2 TEST

TEST 3 TEST
TOTAL

I. EFFECTIVENESS (estimated) NET SHIFT
EFFECTIVENESS (actual) + 4.5 MONTHS

H. ANTECEDENT - (PRETEST)

RAW

TEST 1

TEST 2

TEST 3

VT. RAW WT.

TEST 4
TEST 5
TEST 6

J. BENEFITS (actual) NET SHIFT
- 523

4 )



PFB BASE ELEMENTS
1. This PFP should be completed by the building principal, department head, project director, or

classroom teacher, depending upon the adopted program structure of the district or budget
development policies. It can be used at the classroom, grade, or subject area, depending upon
instructional administrative organization within the school. It should be tailored to fit the district
requirements. For computer uses it needs to be coded, but again this would be unique for each
district.

2. Prior to building this budget sheet, the district or buihiing should establish the minimum number of
alternatives required at each program category level.

3. This document has been compressed for explanation and is intended as a guide.

Explanation of individual terms:

A. Program Base Element: The identification of base element being proposed and number of
alternatives. The identification of the base element must conform to the proposed program
structure unless a departure has been identified in advance. If desired by the district all on-going
programs can zero base by not having alternatives, although it is recommended that a different
format should probably be utilized.

B. Curriculum objectives that this base-element proposed alternative is attempting to attain are to be
listed here. The instnictional objectives should be attached to this sheet for review and information
purposes to the building principal and/or the curriculum staff. It should be noted here that
alternative instructional alternatives are possible as well as resource alternatives.

C. Self-explanatory: The total number of students includes all students to be instructed in this base
element.

D. The current four-year projected costS of each proposed base element by objects of expenditure
costs. Longer or shorter costs projections are possible. The DIO breakdown is a theoretical
concept. This is built into this PFP for several reasons: 1) Each program should have a terminal
date. 2) A proizrain design in. say, 1969 should be redesigned prior to 1974. Hence, the costs for
this program should include redesigning the program and possibly implementing a new program
as a pilot project prior to completion of this program. These are legitimate program costs and
should be shown. 3) Evaluation costs are part of implementation costs to build into the total
costs of the program. 4) Research and development funds have long been cited as a need in
education: thts represents an attempt to include these costs within the program structure. (It
should be noted that no state department guidelines exist for DIO money at the present time
within a program structure).

E. A summation of the total costs of a program on a multiyear horizon.
F. Transaction: An identification of the methods, staffing patterns, media, equipment time and

facilities to be used in the actual teaching process in the proposed base element alternatives.
G. This is the cur-ent-year itemized objects of expenditures in the base elements.
H. Here is shown the entry state of the students into the base-element transaction. It is readily

recognized that this will be a crude instrument at the outset. Unless established achievement
testing exists that will encompass all of the objectives that are to be attained, there seems to be
(ittk hope in looking for the achievement test route. If the instructional objectives are well
written the devised tests should be a crude measurement. The curriculum staff should work
closely with the teachers and/or building staff in devising the tests to be utilized. Behavioral
objectives should facilitate the establishment of the evaluation procedures.

1. PPB is basically a decision-making process. Two aspects are inherent in the informational flow:
11 an estimation of effectiveness of proposed alternative programs and ?) a method of
observation to see if the objectives have been attained for relevant program modification. It is
not the intent of the PPB process to replace intuition and judgment, but to sharpen this by
improved data. The data in this section tie effectiveness to the costs of a program in the
Preceding section. The basic rationale is that whoever makes the decision on the program
adoption or modification can use data to consider in the decision process.
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PFP
PROGRAM SUB-CATEGORY

A . PROGRAM SUB-CATEGORY:

B.PROGRAM OBJECTIVES: (attach curriculum objectives)

C.GRADES OR AGE LEVELS

D. FY 69

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09'

01

02

03

04

05

06

TOTAL STUDENTS

FY 70 FY 71

0

FY 72 FY 73

0 D I 0

,
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PFP PROGRAMCONTINUED

D I

07 '1 f

i

08

09

T

E. Total 69

I

I

4_ I

i

Total 70 Total 71 Total 72 Total 73

F. TRANSACTION

G. CURRENT 01

ITEMIZED 02

03

04

05

06 l
07

08

09

TOTAL

(Attach additional list for itemised statements of estinated expenditures

for current year. Identify additional staffing etd special equipment to

be purdbased after first year.)
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PFP PROGRAM-CONTINUED

H. ANTECEDENT - (PRETEST OR AVA/LABLE RECORDS)

TEST # RAW WT.

2

3

4

5

TOTAL

I. EFFECTIVERESS (estinated)NET SHIFT during year

EFFECTIVENESS (actual) + 4.5 MONTHS

EFFECTIVENESS (actual) + 9 MONTHS

4.5 9

TEST I/ RAW WT. TEST f RAW WT.

2

3 3

4 4

5 5

TOTAL



PFP Subcategories

1. The PFP for program subcategories is basically a compilation of alternative base elements. It should
be noted that depending upon the number of base elements and alternatives required, a myriad of
alternatives is available for the program subcategory development of alternatives. The latitude for
decision making is broad and far reaching. If it becomes desirable for resource reallocation purposes
either to reduce or to increase program subcategory resources, it is always possible to return to rejected
base elements for possible inclusion.

2. The program subcategory is developed and completed by the director of the program subcategory,
depending upon responsibility. Normally it should be a department head, a building principal, or a
district subadministrator in charge of a program subcategory.

3. What should clearly be established in advance is the number of program subcategory alternatives that
are to be developed.
Form explanation:
A. Program subcategory title.
B. Program objectives are delineated on this sheet. Curriculum objectives are attached for review

and informational purposes.
C. Composite of the base elements selected in building the alternatives for program subcategories.



PFP PROGRAMCONTINUED

A. PROGRAM

B. POLICY OBJECTIVE

C. DISTRICT AND PROGRAM OBJECTIVES (Attach list)

D.

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

OS

09

01

02

03

04

05

06

FY 69 FY 70 FY 71

FY 72 FY 73

=1

...
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PFP PROGRAM-CONTINUED

07 i

08

09

Total 69 Total 70 Total 71 Total 72 Total 73

E . CURRENT YEAR - Fy 69 only

01

02

03

04

05

06

_07

08

09

(Break out by classifications only ,this sheet, itemised list attached)
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PEP PROGRAM CONTISUID

F. Taihorshatou

N o. of tuamets

No. certificated scoff

So. poo-certificetod staff

of District total budget

facilities utilised for
'rearm)

Cost per pupil for this
total program

O. Idestify program sub-catogories Whose six differs dubstsmtially from the

norm of (Mpg' program sub-catogoriss.

M. fdootify alternative approaches below the program level which estimates loss

costs-offectivemeas thst might bo implemmated (is ardor of pilority).

Program sulb-cstogory or Use Elements --Schools - Costs

(specify)

2

3

4

6

7

9

10

11

12

TOTAL
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1 11.c printram timilhAJI plan ..unimari/CS v.stious alternatives from thc haw levels and the program
subs-atcgorics.
A. Program identification of the maior program category of the program structure,
B. Identification of policy obicctives being attained by thc program.
U. District ind program obiectiscs bring attained hi the program attached tor review and

information purposes.
D. The tive-)car projection of expenditures for the program with DIO expenditure funds

identified.
Current year itcmitcd by classification within the program.

F. Summarization of transaction with some cpccilic items for comparison among programs.
G. Is management by exception. Looks for specifi s. lowcr-Icvel programs that alter -inputs" for

future utilization in thc district.
11 May bc established either for less-or greater-than-costs-effectiveness. If the district is of

considerable size, many alternatives will have been rciected in the process of selecting
alternatives that had either higher or lower -pay-offs." Depending upon the prioritics of a
particular program it might bc helpful to identify programs for either reducing or increasing the
budget. This section provides the alternatives.
Composite of base elements selected.

_I. Five year totals
K. Summary of base clement transactions selected.

*G-H-I are explained in base elements - these are total of those selected alternatives.
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PPB DEVELOPMENT CHART

FOR THE PULLMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT
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Responsibility Area

Location

Program - Major

Program - Minor

Source of Funds

Function

Object

Appendix B

BP-LENUE PPBS CODING STRUCTURE
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Appendix C

SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT

Phase 1-Detail Tasks for PPBS Implementation

Tasks-Accounting

1. Determine changes required in budgeting system.
2. Determine changes required in reporting system.
3. Determine changes required in manual system.
4. Assign codes to level-A elements.
5. Assign codes to level-B propams.
6. Restructure input documents.
7. Flow chart new system.
8. Develop procedures for allocation of costs of bulk purchases to programs where practical.
9. Determine and design budgetary reports needed.

10. Recode annual orders.
11. Develop procedures for allocation of interdepartmental costs including job costing.
12. Develop schematic to restructure 1969-70 Premlininary Budget.
13. Conduct training sessions in p.:eparing new input documents.
14. Revise manual procedures as necessary to accomodate level-B programs.
15. Restructure Preliminary Budget in program format at the district or building level as

required.
16. Revise accounting manual as required.
17. Provide for conversion from program reporting to state functional reporting.
18. Review iTstructured budget with appropriate district officials.
19. Prepare Final Budget 1969-70 in PPBS format.

Tasks-PersonneI
I. Recode personnel records for teachers.
2. Recode other personnel records.

Tasks-Educa tio nal Data Center
I. Determine changes required in EDP system.
2. Layout new management report formats.
3. Keypunch personnel records.
4. Change printer instructions to produce interim budget status reports.
S. Change programs as required for interim reports.
6. Test program changes.
7. Revise procedures as necessary to accomodate level-B programs.
8. Test EDP system.
9. Produce interim status report.

1 O. Order printing of new management report forms.
I I. Begin programming for new management reports.

Tasks-Instructional Services

1. Establish areas of responsibility for program definitions.
2. Prepare definition of each level-A element.
3. Prepare defmition of each level-B program.
4. Pilot study conducted of the music program.
5. Inventory all level-C programs.
6. Prepare objectives for all curricular areas.
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SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1970-71

PPBS PROGRAM STRUCTURE

The program structure reflects the basic purposes of the school system and is a means for short- and
long-range planning of instructional and operational programs. The system of budgeting and accounting
should provide information on program costs that will help in the making of decisions about future
educational and operational programs.

A program structure has been developed that will provide this information and has been classified into
the five following levels:

Responsibility Area

Level AEducational Area

Level BProgram

Level CSubprogram

Level DObject of Expenditures

These identification codings will be used as identifiers tu assist in
placing levels to appropriate responsibility or management areas
for cost control and reporting. Examples would be Aldercrest,
Shorecrest, Assistant SuperintendentBusiness and Finance.

This category is the major area such as elementary, special
education, etc., and for the most part is similar to the present
program as &fined by the State Accounting Manual.

This classification level defines curricular and organizational level.
Examples of this level are music, art, basic skills, and libraries.

This level of activity will most likely provide the greatest
meaningful comparison area for new prog ams. Study will be
restricted to selected curriculum areas during the first phase of the
PPBS implementation. Within music, examples would be band,
orchestra, chorus, etc.

This grouping of the things purchased such as salaries, supplies,
books, contracted services, etc., is identicl to present object
classifications used by Shoreline.
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!sponsibihry Area
Aldercrest
Briarcrest
Brookside
Cromwell Park

i Cedarbrook
Echo Lake
lir lands
Fircrest
Iiighland Te-race

2 Hillwood
4 Horizon View
5 Katherine Luther Home
6 Lake Forest Park
8 Meridian
0 North City
.3 Paramount Park
4 Par kwood
:5 Richmond Beach
!6 Ridgecrest
l7 Ronald
113 Sunset
19 Syre
II Butler
32 Einstein
33 Cordell Hull
35 Kellogg
36 Morgan
45 Snack Bar Shoreerest
46 Snack Bar - Shoreline
47 Shorecrest
48 Shoreline
49 Shoreview
50 Ass't Supt. - Business & Finance

Board of Directors
Accounting Director
Purchasin_g Director

51 Lunchroom Director
52 Supervisor of School Construction
53 Adm. Ass't - Plant Facilities
56 Transportation Supervisor
80 Ass't Supt. - Instruction

Executive Director - Elementary
Executive Director - Secondary
Coordinators

82 Director - P.E.
83 Director - IMC
84 Director - Special Education
85 Director - Pupil Personnel Services
86 Director - Summer School
87 Coordinator - Driver Training
88 Coordinator - Vocational
89 Director - Environmental Education
90 Ass't. Supt. - Supt's. Office
91 Ass't. Supt. - Personnel
92 Director - Publications
93 Director - EDC Center
94 Director - Research & Development

PPBS PROGRAM STRUCTURE

Level A

01 Elementary
01

02 Junior High 02

03 Senior High 03

04 Summer School
05 Special Education 09
06 Vocational 0
07 State Institutions - Fircrest
08 Safety Education
10 Instructional Services
20 Pupil Personnel Services
31 District Administration
32 Lunchroom
33 Transportation
34 Operations
35 Maintenance
36 Community Services
37 Con tingency
38 Ski School
39 Environmental Education
52 Headstart
53 Ileadstart
54 NYC
55 Educational Facilities Grant
60 Title VI - A
61 ESEA Title I

30

62 Title I - Summer
31
32

63 ESEA Title I Carry over 33
65 ESEA Title 11 35

67 ESEA Title III Male Oriented Program for Boys 36

68 Planned Program Budgeting 37

69 ESEA Title III Dance 38

70 NDEA
39

80 Level IV Extended Contracts
40
41

81 Culturally Disadvantaged Program (PW) 47
82 Regional Assessment of Oral & Written Composition 48
83 Creative Gifted 49

85 Training of Teachers of Teachers 50

81; Educational Professional IXvt!lopment Act B-2 51
52
53
54
59
60
6 I
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
63
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

3
4
5
6
7
8
9

20
21
22
24
25
26
27
28

543 -

Level B
Art
Kindergarten
Primary
Intermediate
PE/Health
Music
English/Language Arts
Home Economics
Foreign Language
Math
Science
Social Studies
Business Education
Indus-Arts/Trade & Indus.
Outdoor Education
Distributive Education
Evaluation of Cadets
Graphic Arts
Libraries
Counseling
Remedial Education
Gen. Educational Sup.
Administration
Automotive
Vocational Food Serv.
Driver Training
Child Guidance
Career Sewing
Non-Distrib. Handicapped
Hard of Hearing
Neurologically Impaired
Emotionally Maladjusted
Trainable Retarded
Educable Retarded (EMR)
Home-Hosp. Instruction
Attendance
Guidance
Psychological
Health Services
District IMC
District TV
Currie. Staff Development
Extra Curricular
Educational Data Center
Board of Directors
Superintendent's Office
Personnel
Finance Budget & Acctg.
Publications
Research & Development
Food Service Operations
Operation of Buses
Maintenance of Buses
Garage
Fleet Add. & Replace
Groundskeeping
Building Operation
Warehouse
Motor Pool
Maintenance of Grounds
Maintenance of Building
Maintenance of Equipment
Improvement to Grounds
Improvement to Building
Safety Patrol
Reimbursable Expendit.



SHORELINE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1970-71

PPBS ACCOUNT CODING STRUCTURE

Responsibility Area

00 00 00 00

Level A Educational Area

Level B Program

Level C Sub-Program

Object of Expenditures

544 -
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Appendix D

THE JOINT FEDERAL/STATE TASK FORCE ON
EVALUATION AND PPBS1

Much has been said about PPBS in terms of what it is and how it is accomplished; concisely)PPBS is:

1. A set of management objectives to be accomplished during a specified period of time.
2. A set of strategies designed to accomplish each objective. The set of strategies for each objective

constitutes a program.
3. A budget that describes the cost of each strategy and when aggregated defines the cost of each

objective. The cost is expressed in terms of resources and must reflect any constraints specified
by either objectives or strategies.

4. An evaluation that specifies the degree to which an objective has been attained. The evaluation
component includes data gathering, data analysis, and presentation of the analysis to
appropriate decision makers.

5. A decision structure through which the data presentation is the primary tool for modifying the

objectives or the strategies (or both).

The above descriptions are greatly oversimplified. It is noteworthy that no specific mention is made
about feedback. The fact that the word "system" is used implies a feedback loop and it occurs in this
conceptual framework in the decision structure. The pictoral model would look like the flow chart in

Figure 1.

Note that the description above and Figure 1 represent the "what" of a model rather than the
procedures for impie ,:lentation. There are at least as many approaches for developing unique PPB Systems

as there are organizat:-,.-is which might utilize a PPB system.
The activitie !nd products of the Joint Task Force on Evaluation (the Belmont Group) can be fit

into this abstract PPBS model in severai places. At present the Joint Task Force effort is directed at
accomplishing the following:

1. Design and installation of a management appraisal system intended to aid in the over-all
improvement of management capabilities in state education agencies.

2. Development and installation of users' guides and reports to assist Federal program managers and
planners in local, state, and Federal agencies in such areas as:
a. Preparation of program guidelines.
b. Developing program policies.
c. Making legislative recommendations.

3. Design and installation of the necessary data collection instruments for determining the impact
and the effectiveness of Federal aid to education.

4. Development and installation of staff development programs which will facilitate the
installation and use of the above activities and products.

It is important to recognize that the Joint Task Force is focusing its attention primarily on Federally
assisted programs. However, the principal products could conceivably be adapted, or modified, to meet
the more general needs of a state or local education agency. The remainder of this paper will be concerned
with applying the products (except training) of the Joint Task Force to a PPB system within the
framework of managing Federal programs. In order to expand this framework to a specific locale, the
various statements must be generalized to fit the unique peculiarities of that locale.

'Special paper prepared by Dr. James
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Figure 24

FLOW CHART OF OPERATIONAL PPB SYSTEM COMPONENTS
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Management Appraisal System (MASI
This component of the Joint Task Force activities is just getting underway. There are several possible

directions which this project may take; hence, it is not possible to discuss precisely how MAS will interact

with PPBS.

The major activities of the MAS project are to:

I. Develop an approach and a system for assessing management in education agencies as a basis for

improvemen t.
2. Develop information system requisite to such assessment.
3. Develop ways to accommodate, use, and improve arrangements surrounding the flow of Federal

funds in education.

In general the MAS appears to fit most directly into the PPBS components of specification of
management objectives, and the determination of the organizational decision structure.

Users' Guides and Reports
This component of the Joint Task Force relates to PPBS in several ways. The guides which will be

designed to assist management in identifying the data items and the analysis procedures needed in order to

respond to suggested management questions about Federal programs appear to fit best in the PPBS
components of evaluation and decision structure. As of January 1, 1971, the following documents are

available.

1. How the Belmont System Works. This document is intended to serve as a background and

overview for other guides. It describes the history and functioning of the Joint Task Force and
discusses the products as an information system, a reporting system, and a management system.
It also indicates how information from the instruments developed by the Joint Task Force can

be used to make management decisions, particularly planning decisions and grants management
decisions. (For use by local, state, and Federal agency personnel.)

2. The Belmont System's Use in Planning. This document is a technical manual for planners in

state education agencies. It describes in detail the uses of information on instruments developed by
the Joint Task Force, the design of reports, and the design of procedures for using the reports. (For
use by state agency personnel.)

3. Master Data Analysis PlanBESE. This document is designed to demonstrate methods for
interrelating the data on the various instruments and translating the data into meaningful and

useful sets of information for management and external reports. Particular attention is given to
report specifications for use in planning and reporting on Federaliy funded programs. (For use

in the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education, U.S. Office of Education.)

Although the descriptions of these documents seem to contain redundancies, they are intended to be
at different levels of specificity and directed to different audiences. Some overlap is to be expected
though, since many management information needs and decisions are similar in all jurisdictions.

Instrumentation
At present the major products of the Joint Task Force are data gathering instruments. In the PPBS

concept described earlier, these products obviously fit into the component of evaluation. Recall that the
Joint Task Force is concerned primarily with collecting data to assist in the evaluation of Federally funded
programs. However, certain data pertaining to programs, services, and activities funded from non-Federal
sources are included on several instruments. These data could provide a basic source of information about
the total operation of a state or local school system if the instruments were modified with this objective in

mind. The modifications might consist of item revision or they could simply be an expansion of the
sampling and analysis procedures, depending on the instrument and the purpose for data collection.
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To reiterate, the Joint Task Force is devcloping instruments to provide information on the impact of
Federal funds in education and on the effectiveness of Federally assisted programs. In this context impact
is meant to be the measure of distribution of dollars to the various services and activities in which pupils
and teachers are participating. In other words. "Are the funds expended as the Congress intended (as
translated into program policies and guidelines by the U.S. Office of Education)?"

The effectiveness measures (which are to be used in the near term-before 1973 ) will only provide crude
measures of which programs (or local projects) seem to be working best. They are primarily measures of
student achievement which will provide a flag on certain "successful" activities. It is hoped that the
flagged projects will be investigated in depth to obtain useful information about what works under certain
conditions, or conversely, what produces negative changes.

There exists a set of questions, for each of several sources of Federal funds, which are to be answered
upon analysis of the data from one or more of the instruments developed by the Joint Task Force. While
these questions were written with specific legislative programs in mind, many could be generalized to fit
the objectives of a state or local education agency. Listed in Table I are ten such questions. Note that each
question is written twicethe first statement of the question relates to 3 specific Federal program, the
second statement of the question is generalized to fit a state or local program. Following each question is
an indication of wilether it is directed at impact (I) or effectiveness (E). This list is not intended to be
complete in any way, it is merely representative of questions that can bc answered by data from the
present instruments (in the case of generalized questions the instruments would probably require some
modifications).

Table 4

REPRESENTATIVE MANAGEMENT QUESTIONS

WHICH CAN BE ANSWERED FROM BELMONT INSTRUMENTS

Federal Application

1. What costs occur for facilities, personnel, etc.,
in different types of ESEA Title I Projects
(e.g., reading, language arts)?

2. How do the services provide for handicapped
pupils under ESEA Title VI relate to the need
for services in terms of the number and type
of pupils served?

3. What is the nature of ESEA Title VIII
programs designed to heip prevent dropouts?

4. In what grade have bilingual education
programs (under ESEA Title VII) been most
effective?

5. To what extent have ESEA Title III projects
been continued with non-Federal funds after
the Federal funds have terminated?

6. What changes in reading skills occur ir pupils
receiving instruction in ESEA Title I reading
programs?

State and/or Local Application Measures

What costs occur for current operations in I
different categories of curriculum or other
operations (e.g., reading, dissemination)?

How many handicapped pupils, who have need I

of special services, are not being served?

What is the natue of special programs for any I
specified target population?

At what educational levels should the state
provide support to insure equal educational
opportunity to bilingual children?

To what extent are innovative or experimental
programs continued in the original location
after special funding has terminated?

I, E

Are children reading at the levels specified in E
the objectives for our state?
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Tabie 4Continued

Federal Application

7. To what extent do the elementary school
children participating in federally assisted
occupational cognizance programs have an
awareness of occupational requirements?

8. Arc the materials or services provided by
ESEA Title I adequate in terms of quaniity anc
quality to meet the needs of the participants?

9. What other azadernic changes have occurred
in students who participate in ESEA Title I
reading programs other than improved reading
skills?

10. What levels of participation in Federally
assisted programs are resulting in the greatest
changes in pupil behavior in the desired
directions?

State and/or Local Ap.E.,:ation Measures

To what extent do elementary school children E

.e an awareness of the world of work?

Are the instnktional materials in the school E

adequate in terms of quantity and quality to
meet the needs?

In what areas are the pupils performing up to E
the expected levels as indicated in the state's
objectives?

How can be change curriculum patterns to E
produce the weatest possible positive change in
pupil behavior of selected target populations?

It will be sometime before all the instruments are fully operational; thus all of the questions which

could be asked cannot yet be answered. To date only two of at least five (possibly seven) instruments are
operational. These two are the:

1. Consolidated Program Information Report (CP1R) designed to collect statistical data about
pupils, staff, and expenditures as related to Federal programs. This report is collected annually
at the close of each fiscal year in a sample of school districts.1

2. Elementary School Survey replaced the Survey on Compensatory Education. It is designed to
collect data on several Federal programs, especially ESEA 1, III, VII, VIII, NDEA V-A. and
the Vocational Amendments of 1968. The data are intended to provide a picture of resources,
school envitonment, pupil background and participation, and pupil achievement. The sources of
data are samples of pupils, classrooms, and schools, within a sample of districts. Beginning in FY
1971 the data will be collected biennially instead of annually.

The instruments which are under development, or at the field-test stage, are:

I. Secondary School Surveyanalogous to the Elementary School Survey and will be administered
biennially beginning in FY 1972.

2. Project Descriptor Instrumentdesigned to provide data on the objectives, participants,
activities, personnel, funding sources, and duration of projects. To be field tested in FY 1971.

3. Common Status Measuresdesigned to collect status and comparative achievement data on
program participants.

4. Survey on Early Childhood Educationwork has begun on a survey of literature to determine
the feasibility of conducting a survey to assess Federally assisted programs at the
prekindergarten and kindergarten levels.

5. New Measures of Cognitive Variablesa survey of the literature has begun in seven cognition
areas, e.g., problem solving. Upon completion of the literature review, the feasibility of
obtaining measures on the variables witl be undertaken.

1The current CPIR is described in outer detail In the following appendix.
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One additional project is underway which is designed to permit the comparing of test scores on
several commonly used measures of reading achievement in elementary schools. This project is called the
Anchor Test St! Ady. Upon completion of the study, stcps will be taken to decid2 whether to continue
development on similar projects or to perform additional development on the Col/11MM Status Measures.
The underlying purpose of both components is the same, i.e., to provide data on student achievement as
an indicator of program effectiveness.

In order to assist the reader in seeing the applicability of the questioas and the instrumentation
discussed above to a PPB System, a brief example is rOven below.

Suppose an educational agency (USOE, a state agency, or a school district) has specified its
educational objectives as required in 9PBS. Some of these objectives will relate directly to pupil behaviors,
e.g., achievement, or attitude, and some objectives will relate to system behaviors, e.g., number of
classroom teachers certificated in field or percent of children participating in special programs.

Let us say that one objective of the agency in this example is:

By September 1973, every child who is physically or mentally handicapped (as defined in
ESEA Title VI) will be provided with special service designed to meet their specific needs as a
handicapped child. This will be measured by questions on the Consolidated Program
Information Report administered in a representative sample of school districts (or schools)
beginning with the fall administration of the CPIR and continuing each year through 1975. (It
should be clearly understood that this is not the objective of the U.S. Office of Education; it is
merely an example.)

Now that there is an objective, it is necessary to establish a set of strategies designed to accomplish it.
The first step is to find out if the objective is already being met, i.e., present status. The status will
actually be measured in the 1971 survey. The condition specified in the objective is readily translatable
into a set of questions that can be asked on the survey instrument (see question 2 in Table 1). Given the
status that some children are not being served, alternative strategies can be planned for making the desired
changes. Costs and constraints for each strategy can be estimated and projected so that a choice of
strategies can be made. When the selection is made, the plans can be translated into programs for
handicapped children.

In the fall of 1972, the status of the objective will be assessed once more. Depending on the new
status report, one of the following decisions can be made:

1. The objective cannot be achieved; therefore, it must be modified.
2. The strategies chosen were inappropriate and must be modified.
3. Everything is coming along as planned-no changes are needed.
4. Insufficient time has passed to determine if changes are neededcontinue as planned for one

additional year.

It can be seen that each component of a PPB System is addressed. The example began with a
management objective"Treat all handicapped children by 1973." Then the example skipped to
evaluation to assess the status of the objective. From this point, the model was followed precisely in that adecision was made based on the status, i.e., do not change the objective, but choose among alternativestrategies. A strategy was selected and costed. After the initial trial of the strategy, itwas evaluated. Finally,
another decision must be made and the loop continues.

The above example is a crude reflection of how one instrument (CPIR) developed by the Joint Task
Force can be used to answer questions related directly to the management objectives of almost any
education agency. By modifying either objectives, instrument items, survey administration procedures, or
analysis and reporting procedures, the Joint Task Force instruments can be used in almost any educational
jurisdictionFederal, state or local.
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Appendix E

BACKGROUND AND USES OF THE 1969 CPIR BY STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES 1

Introduction
The Consolidated Program Information Report (CPIR) was used initially for fiscal year 1969 to

collect statistical data on Federally assisted programs. It is the intent of this paper to provide a background
and rationale for CPIR. The kinds of analyses being performed by the U.S. Office of Education and a
school district feedback report developed by one state education agency (SEk) for the CPIR-1969 are
described briefly. In addition, SEA analyses and management uses of the 1969 data are suggested. It is
important to note that the data for 1969 are not "state-representative"; that is, the sample of school
districts was not drawn in such a way that sample totals can be generalized to make inferences for an

entire state.
The reader should be aware that CPIR is not an evaluation device. Rather it is a statistical report

which gives indications of the impact of Federally assisted programs through quantitative estimates of pupil-

and staff-participation patterns in different services and activities, and through estimates of
expenditures for the services and activities.

Background
The Consolidated Program Information Report, better known as CPIR, came into being as a result of

the efforts of the Belmont sabcommittee dealing with the consolidation and improvement of the reporting
of statistical information required by several bureaus in the U.S. Office of Education. Prior to the fall of
1969, the acts covering ESEA Titles I, II, III, V, VI, VII, VIII, NDEA III, NDEA V-A, Civil Rights Act
Title IV, Follow-Through, Vocational Education Acts Adult Basic Education, and Educational
Professions Development Act required many separate statithcal reports for the U.S. Office of Education.
These reports were required at various times of the year and often requested duplicated information.

Historically, as new legislation was created to aid education, new reports were required to serve each
specific legislative act or title. The rapidly growing multiplicity of reports and information needs, coupled
with the intuitive feeling that the situation would continue to worsen, led the personnel of the U.S. Office

of Education and several SEA's to seek means of improving the reporting of information to the USOE.

These improvements were intended to reduce the frequency and duplication of reporting by LEA's and to
provide some reasonable consistency in the definitions of items which are reported.

Attention was focused upon the reporting problem at the first meeting of the Joint Federal/State
Task Force on Evaluation (Belmont Group) in January 1969. A rough draft of a consolidated statistical
reporting form was discussed and revised by the participants of that meeting. During the following six
months, the subcommittee of Belmont participants modified several drafts of a reporting form intended to
consolidate the reporting of statistical information required by most of the legislation cited above. By

early summer, a final form had been approved and field tested.
The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) was approached to determine the extent of

distribution of CPIR. It was decided to include school districts from all 50 states in the initial
administration of the new reporting format and procedures.

Rationale
It is intended that the design of CPIR be such that it will serve three broad purposes:

1. To permit state and Federal program officers to determine the extent to which programs and

services under their jurisdiction reach schools and pupils as intended.
2. To assess the elements of program/service effectiveness and efficiency at the local level.

3. To satisfy congressional reporting needs as required of those utilizing Federal funds.2

lThis appendix has been prepared for those who wish to analyze the effects of CPIR. A CPIR Manual is necessary to follow the

discussion and can be obtained through the WashingtonState SPI.

2 Joint Federal/State Task Force on Evaluation. "Comprehensive Evaluation System" (Washington D.C.: U.S. Office of

Education, January 1970).
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04.

In fulfilling the above purposes, CPIR-1969 and its analysis has limited ability to yield feedback to
state and local agencies since the sample is limited to national representativeness. In 1970, as a result of
state-representative sampling, it will provide the capability for direct output ofsummary and raw data which
have been previously unavailable to LEA's and SEA's in either the time or format to be of great benefit. It is
expected that the availability of these data will increase the capability of program managers/directors to
monitor and improve the program activities for which they are responsible.

Among the data that are collected by this instrument are:

1. Identification of the number of children, by target group, needing services, and of the number
benefiting from the programs and services.

2. Staffing patterns by program and services.
3. In-service education by source of funding.
4. Dollars expended by source of funding.
5. Services and activities provided by these funds.

Obviously a great deal of information is collected through CPIR. However, CPIR-1969 was not
collected on state-representative samples and it did not require reporting of information related to
programs funded exclusively from state and local sources. Thus, in order to consider the total education
program in a state, additional data relating to state and local programs are needed as well as data from a
state-representative sample of Federally assisted programs.

It should be kept in mind that while CPIR is still in its formative stages, continuous feedback to the
Joint Task Force from many sources is being utilized to develop a better instrument. However, careful
note of the content and general format of CPIR-1969 should be made. It is a good representation of things
to come, and districts should be preparing for these reporting techniques in the future.

Description
The following information has been abstracted from the CPIR-1969 Instruction Manual to give a

better understanding of CPIR's scope and content.
"The report form is designed to satisfy the primary statistical requirements on twelve

programs administered by the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education during the Fiscal
Year ended June 30, 1970.
The programs are:

Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I (regular program)
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I (migrants)
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I (neglected and delinquent)
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title II
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title III
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title V (section 503)
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title VII
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title VIII
National Defense Education Act Title III
National Defense Education Act Title V-A
Civil Rights Act Title IV
Follow-Through Program



The following report forms are superseded by CPIR (OE FORM 4484):
OE FORM 4375 Annual Statistical Report. of Title I Program Activities
OE FORM 4375-1 Annual Statistical Report of Title I Program Activities

for Neglected or Delinquent Children Living in Institutions (LEA's)
OE FORM 4310 Annual Report, Elementary and Secondary Education Act,

Title II, P.L. 89-10, as Amended (Part IIStatistical Data)
OE FORM 4381 ESEA Title III Statistical Data
OE FORM 4130 Annual Report NDEA of 1958, Title III as Amended, and

The NFAHA (Part IIStatistical Data)
OE FORM 4133 Annual Report NDEA of 1958, Title V-A as Amended

(Part HStatistical Data)

ORGANIZATION OF REPORT FORMS

The Consolidated Program Information Report Form is organized as follows:

Identification and Certification InformationThe cover page of the report is
used to identify the reporting agency and to provide for certification of
the data contained in the report.

Part IPupils and SchoolsThis part requests information on the number of
children and number of schools in the agency's district, delineated by
pupil population groups, grade levels, and services arid activities provided.

Part HStaffingThis part requests information showing the number of staff
positions by activity and pupil populations served, number of staff
participating, and dollars expended on in-service training.

Part IHProgram ExpendituresThis part requests information on the
pattern of expenditures in Federally aided programs with an indication of
the cost of the services or activities provided by Federal program source.
This part also requests a report on the expenditures of Tederal funds by
age/grade level.

Part IVSupplemental Program InformationThis part consists of sections
which requests information supplemental to that requested in the first
three parts as related to specific programs.

FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS

Throughout the report when reference is made to Federal or Federally
aided programs or services the programs referred to are:

Title I, ESEAP. L. 89-10: Special programs for educationally deprived
children.

Title II, ESEAP. L. 89-10: School library resources, textbooks and other
Instructional materials.

Title III, ESEAP. L. 89-10: Supplementary educational centers and services
(or PACE projects to advance creativity in education).

Title V. ESEA (Sec. 503)P. L. 89-10: Grants to strengthen state departnients
of education (10 percent of state entitlement available to local education
agencies in FY 69).
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Title VI, ESEAP. L. 89-10: Education of handicapped children.

Title VII, ESEAP. L. 90-247: Bilingual education programs.

Title VIII, ESEAP. L. 90-247: Dropout prevention program.

Title III, NDEAP. L. 85-864 and Sec. 12, NFAHAP. L. 89-209:
Str e ngt he n ing instruction in critical subjects and strengthening
instruction in the arts and humanities.

Title V-A, NDEAP. L. 85-864: Counseling, guidance, and testing;
identification and encouragement of able students.

Title 1V, CRASec. 403-406, P. L. 88-352: Equal educational opportunities.

Follow-Through EOAP. L. 88-452: Program to reinforce in the primary
grades gains children make in Headstart and other similar preschool
programs.

Vocational Education Acts: Smith-HughesP. L. 64-347, George-BardenP.
L. 79-586, and Vocational Education Act of 1963P. L. 88-210 (exclude
state vocational education funds).

Adult Basic EducationP. L. 89-750: Encourage and expand basic educational
programs for adults.

Education Professions Development Act of 1967P. L. 90-35: To improve the
quality of teaching and to help meet critical shortages of adequately
trained educational personnel. Includes teacher corps program.

Other Federal Sources: Includes funds for elementary and secondary
education from all other Federal sources not specified above. Examples
of other possible Federal sources are: Department of Agriculture;
Department of Labor; Office of Economic Opportunity; Appalachian
Regional Development Act; and Office of Education programs not listed
above.

Abbreviations Used

CRACivil Rights Act
EPDAEducation Professions Development Act
EOAEconornic Opportunity Act
ESEAElementary and Secondary Education Act
NDEANational Defense Education Act
NFAHANational Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Act
P. L.Public Law
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PUPIL POPULATION GROUPS

The pupil population goups used in the report are:
1. Children from low-income areas
2. Handicapped children
3. Nonstandard English speaking children
4. Migrant children
5. Neglected and delinquent children
6. General elementary/secondary population children
7. Out-of-school youth (dropouts)
8. Adult basic education
9. Other adults

U. S. Office of Education Analysis
In order to determine the impact of Federal expenditures, the U.S. Office of Education has planned

to perform six kinds of analyses. Of these six different analysis patterns, five are descriptive and one is
inferential. These different types of 'analyses are designed to answer questions which are important
nationally for making general administrative decisions and policy decisions. The questions relate to such
things as gaps in funding, grade-level emphasis of funded programs, and funding saturation points.
Information in these areas can be used to establish priorities, funding practices, and plans for program
modification.

The six analysis types are:
1. Means, standard deviations, and frequency counts.
2. Histograms on frequency ranges on selected items.
3. Correlations between items common to several parts and sections.
4. Ratios.
5. Percentage that a selected cell is of the total for a selected variable.
6. One- and two-way analysis of variance.

Many of the possible questions that will be addressed by the analyses are found in "Data Analysis
Recommendations for the 1969 Consolidated Program Information Report." Some examples of these
questions of national import and the type of analysis to be used are:

Analysis Question

1. What is the total participation in Federal
programs by grade level?

Means, frequency counts, histogram

2. What is the total participation across services
and activities?

Means, frequency counts, histogram

3. What is the rzlationship between pupil
participation and number of staff?

Correlation

4. What is the relationship between pupil
participation and expenditures?

Correlation

5. What are the cost-per-pupil ratios? Ratio

6. What is the pupil-teacher ratio across services
and activities?

Ratio

7. What is the percent of pupil participation over
target groups?

Percent of total
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Question

8. What is the percent of pupil participation over
services and activities?

9. Is participation by target group different for
regular and summer terms?

10. Are expenditures greater for any specific
instructional level?

Analysis

Percent of total

Analysis of variance

Analysis of variance

These representative questions show that the USOE analyses can be useful for both internal
management and external management. The processes of internal management are those activities which
control and direct the agency performing the activities; for example: forecasting, program planning,
evaluation, and internal (institutional) research. The function of external management is to translate the
abstractions developed within the agency into the effective delivery of appropriate services to the client.

In the context of external management, the U. S. Office of Education will provide a limited return of
information to each SEA. For CPIR the return of information consists of a line-by-line edited computer
printout of CPIR from sampled districts; i.e., for each line (row) on the CPIR, there is one line on the
printout. No state or strata totals will be included since the survey was not intended to be
state-representative.

State Analysis
Several states had all of their districts complete all parts of the CPIR. One of these states, Florida,

produced a feedback report to its districts consisting of the historical background and purpose of CPIR
along with several tables of the unedited data sent in by its districts. The narrative portion advised the
districts to use the report cautiously. This was because 1969 was the initial year of the report, and some
districts may not have followed directions as precisely as possible because of unfamiliarity with the
instructions and the format. The main purpose of this feedback report were:

1. To provide the districts with the background and uses of CPIR.
2. To give them an indication that consolidated reporting will continue.
3. To set the precedent for producing such a feedback report.
The tables reported took information from Part III (Expenditures) to show reported total

expenditures of each source of funds (column total as a percent of the total Federal expenditures), and to
show expenditures for services and activities and percent of total expenditures for selected services and
activities (column "s" entries as a percent of total for column "s").1 The only additional table provided in
Florida's report showed the percent of selected target populations being served. These data were from Part
I, Section B, and represented columns "c + d" as a percent of column "b" for lines 24, 25 and 27
(Children from Low-Income Areas, Handicapped Children, and Migrant Children).

While these data are of limited value and narrow in scope, they provide an example of one vse that
can be made of CPIR-1969 data. The school districts may use these data to make district-by-district
comparisons, and to make internal policy or expenditure recommendations. The SEA can use these data
for the same purposes as well as to look, district-by-district, at the proportions of expenditures for certain
services and activities which may have high priority in the state.

SEA Analyses and Uses
Most states will not have data available on a universe of their school districts. For 1969 they will not

even have state-representative data from which state-wide inferences can be made. Given these constraints,
what might an SEA do with the line-by-line printout provided by the U.S. Office of Education?

The USOE sample included most of the largest school distri,1-3 in the nation and thus most, if not all,
of the largest school districts in each state. In many states, th large school districts sampled included

1Column "s": "Total Federal."



more than 50 percent of the state's pupil and instructional population. While these large districts do not
represent the total population, some very useful management considerations can be made which may
affect a large proportion of students and teachers. A great many states are placing emphasis on special
kinds of programs, such as reading and staff development. By pooling the responses from the largest
districts sampled, and by judging whether their e-lrullment is sufficiently large to generalize to all large

districts in the state, an SEA could answer the following kinds of questions about many of their pupils and

teachers.

1. How many pre-K-12 pupils participated in Federally assisted programs in reading during the
regular school term? Summer school term?

This information is simply the sum of columns "b", "c", and "d" in line 35. To find what
proportion the regular school term is of the total student population for these districts,
simply divide this total by the number in column "b", line 23.

2. What proportion of total Federal expenditures were for reading?

This is found by looking a column "s", line 166 and dividing by either column "s", line
190 (total current operating expenses or column "s", line 195 (total expenditures
including capital outlay).

3. What sources of funds were actually used to support various services and activities as compared

to the possible sources of funds permitted for the services and activities?

For each service and activity reported in Part III, certain columns are "open" while others
are "closed"; for example, line 104 column "e" is open while line 104 column "f" is
closed. This means that expenditures are permitted for line 104 (reading instruction) under
column "e" (ESEA Title I, low income), but expenditures are not permitted for line 104
under column "f" (ESEA II). Continuing the use of line 104 as an example, expenditures
can be reported in 14 of the 19 possible columns. If a state or district's objective is to
concentrate funding on high-priority services and activities, the examination of permissible
expenditures compared with actual expenditures for these services and activities can
provide essential data for program recycling by the SEA and the LEA.

The easiest way to answer this question is to isolate thc: highest priority areas of interest
and inspect the lines which represent these areas. If greater concentration appears
appropriate relative to the over-all funding picture, then program managers in the SEA or
LEA may be directed to review their grant approval, grant application, procedures and

priorities.

Note (for Questions 2 and 3):
Any of the various services or activities can be substituted for reading to meet each state's
individual needs. If none of a state's high-priority programs are specified in the list of
services and activities, then a simple district-by-district comparison of percent of
expenditures by service and activity may be of some use to districts in their program
planning activities.

4. What is the per-pupil expenditure of Federa! funds for various services and activities?

By combining across any line for regular school term pupil participants (columns "b-e,"
lines 3450) and summer school term participants (columns "f-i," lines 34-50) and
nonpublic school participants (column "j", lines 34-50), the total student participation for
any of the services or activities listed may be found (since the lines do not represent an
unduplicated count if they are combined interpretation may be difficult). Dividing the
total pupil participation by the total expenditures for the particular service or activity, a
per-pupil cost may be found (column "s", lines 134-141, 144 +145, and 147-154).
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5. What percent of each target population is being served through Federally assisted programs
designed to meet their special needs?

For each target group in lines 24-28, divide column "c + d" by column "b." This may not
be appropriate in all large school districts because of a limited number of migrants or some
other target group, but this may work for some of the target groups of special interest.

Some states have state financed programs which have definitions compatible with those
used for CPIR; e.g., programs for the handicapped. In those instances where a state collects
school district data on its own programs, an indication of need can be established by
looking at districts completing CPIR and pooling certain CPIR items with data collected
for the state programs, such as the number of children participating in state-supported
handicapped programs, the number of children participating in Federally supported
handicapped programs and comparing the sum of these with the total number of
handicapped children needing services. It is likely that some pupils will participate in both
state and Federal programs, but if the combined amount is less than the total, then a need
exists. This conclusion assumes the state has an objective to serve all of its handicapped
children who need special services.

Although the above questions do not represent all possible uses of the CPIR-1969 for a state, they
are representative of the types of questions which can be addressed. The suggestion to limit these
questions to pooled responses from large districts can be generalized in several ways.

In states where many districts of several sizes were sampled, the varioua districts could be assigned tosome size category; i.e., small, medium, and large, and after carefully explaining the lack of
representativeness, the data could be reported without specifically identifying school districts. This could
be done by:

1. Reporting each district separately, using a letter of the alphabet instead of the district's name.
2. Pooling all items for all districts in each size category and reporting percents of participation or

expenditures in each size category.

Given the answer to questions such as the above, it is reasonable to ask, "what should be done next?"
One activity is just to report the data to anyone who may be interested.

Another possibility would be to consider each question in terms of the state's needs as assessed under
ESEA Title III and recommend to state coordinators of Federal programs that their program emphasis be
modified (or maintained) to fit better the state's identified needs. State legislative recommendations can be
planned for by beginning to establish means for analyzing CPIR-1970 (which is state-representative) in
consort with state program data. The format and analysis plans developed for CPIR-1970 can be used in
performing the systems work and the CPIR-1969 can provide limited test data for debugging the system.
The combined state and Federal participation data and expenditure data can be helpful in making
legislative program recommendations.

There has been little specific discussion of how the CPIR-1969 can be used by local school districts.
If the SEA desires to make a feedback report available to the local districts so that comparisons of districts
can be made, each district may ask itself "How well are we utilizing Federal funds to meet the needs of
our students with respect to state and national priorities?" and "How well are we meeting these needs in
comparison with other districts of similar size?" Many districts will find these data useful in ways similar
to the SEA's uses. This is particularly true if the data are used for recycling of programs in conjunction
with needs assessment studies.


